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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2015 


Tuesday, March 11, 2014. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 

WITNESS 

HON. JEH JOHNSON, SECRETARY 

Opening Statement: Mr. Carter 

Mr. Carter. Well, good afternoon. I think we are going to start 
now. Everybody ready? We are going to have some folks who are 
going to have to move out around 5 o’clock for a hearing on the 
Ukraine. But we are ready to start. 

Today we have and welcome Secretary Johnson for what marks 
his very first appearance before this Subcommittee. 

Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here. We are looking forward 
to your testimony, and we are going to talk about the President’s 
budget request for Homeland Security for the fiscal year 2015. 

Mr. Secretary, budgets are policy documents, as you well know — 
documents which reflect the administration’s priorities. So when 
we look at your budget proposal for fiscal year 2015, what jumps 
off the page is a blatant disregard for critical security and law en- 
forcement functions and priorities that truly defy logic. 

Either this Administration does not see homeland security and 
law enforcement as important or it is trying to game Congress and 
hope we will bail out unjustified and truly harmful cuts to essential 
frontline operations. Either way, as Chairman of this Sub- 
committee, I am obligated to call you on it and not to tolerate it. 
We all know a political election-year budget proposal when we see 
one, and I am afraid that that is what we have here today. 

Specifically, your budget proposes a 12-percent cut in GBP’s Air 
and Marine operation, which includes a cut of more than 30 flight 
hours. It proposes a cut of 5 percent to ICE, which includes an ar- 
bitrary $30-million cut in investigations and a decrease of nearly 
3,500 detention beds, or a more than 10-percent reduction in the 
detention-bed space; a cut of more than 4 percent to the Coast 
Guard, including a cut of nearly 30 percent to critical acquisitions 
and a cut of more than 17 percent to fixed-wing flight hours. 

So what we have here is a budget proposal that, if ever enacted, 
would result in more drugs on our streets, more illegal border in- 
cursions, more mariners in distress, more transnational crime, in- 
cluding more instances of human smuggling and trafficking, as well 
as child exploitation — an outcome that is simply unacceptable. 

( 1 ) 
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Then this budget proposes to actually increase the spending of 
the management and headquarters by nearly 3 percent. To make 
matters worse, the budget proposes about a billion dollars in new 
fees that are not even authorized. So your budget assumes enor- 
mous offsets that simply do not exist. 

The budget then proposes the creation of a new and costly polit- 
ical program that does not adhere to the Ryan-Murray plan en- 
acted into law just months ago and that has no plan and no jus- 
tification. This so-called Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initia- 
tive is little more than a political wishlist that has been presented 
to Congress and to this Committee in an amateurish and wholly in- 
adequate way. 

Finally, your budget simply does not comply with the law, as it 
is missing some 20 reports and expenditure plans required to be 
submitted with the budget. This is an argument that we have had 
especially with Homeland for years. This is how we are able to use 
facts to understand your budget. But the failure to provide these 
20-some-odd reports is inexcusable. Frankly, it is offensive. It is 
late and incomplete and does not comply with the law nor meet the 
Subcommittee’s standards for budget submittals. 

Mr. Secretary, this Subcommittee deals in matters of reality, 
meaning we enforce the law as it is written, not how we would like 
it to be, and we only deal with laws and offsets that are real, not 
some false or fictitious fee. 

Now, that is why the Subcommittee has to adhere to three core 
principles. We have done this since Chairman Rogers was in 
charge, and it has been carried out for 11 years: one, unwavering 
support to our frontline personnel and essential security oper- 
ations; two, clear alignment of funding to results; and, three, true 
fiscal discipline, meaning we provide every well-justified dollar 
needed for homeland security and not one penny more. This is a 
commonsense policy. 

Mr. Secretary, we know you are new. I know you inherited an 
ill-conceived budget, so we will work with you in the coming 
months. Lord knows we can only approve the so-called proposal, 
and I give you my word that I will work with you to do that. 

Mr. Secretary, I think it is clear we have a lot to cover here 
today. Before I recognize you for your testimony, let me turn to my 
friend and the distinguished Ranking Member and former chair- 
man, Mr. Price, for his remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable John Carter 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 

FY 201 5 Budget Request for the Department of Homeland Security 
Witness: 

Secretary Jeh Johnson 

4:00 PM I Tuesday | March 1 1, 2014 1 2359 RHOB 
Opening Statement As Prepared 


Hearing is called to order - 

Today, we welcome Secretary Johnson for what marks his very first appearance before our 
Subcommittee. Mr. Secretary, we thank you for being here and look forward to your testimony 
on the President’s budget request for the Department of Homeland Security for fiscal year 2015. 

Mr. Secretary, budgets are policy documents... .documents which reflect the Administration’s 
priorities. 

So, when we look at your budget proposal for FYI5, what jumps off the page is a blatant 
disregard for critical security and law enforcement functions and priorities that truly defy logic. 

Either this Administration does not see homeland security and law enforcement as important, or 
it is trying to game Congress and hope we will bailout unjustified and truly harmful cuts to 
essential frontline operations. 

Either way, as Chairman of this Subcommittee, I’m obligated to call you on it and 1 won’t 
tolerate it. . . we ail know a political, election-year budget proposal when we see one and I’m 
afraid that’s what we have here before us today. 

Specifically, your budget proposes.... 

=> A 12% cut to CBP’s Air and Marine Operations, which includes a cut of more than 30% in 
flight hours; 

=> A cut of nearly 5% to ICE, which includes an arbitrary $30 million dollar cut to 

investigations and a decrease of nearly 3,500 detention beds, or a more than 10% reduction in 
your detention space; and 

=> A cut of more than 4% to the Coast Guard, including a cut of nearly 30% to critical 
acquisitions and a cut of more than 17% to fixed wing flight hours. 

So, what we have here is a budget proposal that - if ever enacted - would result in more drugs on 
our streets, more illegal border incursions, more mariners in distress, and more transnational 
crime including more instances of human smuggling and trafficking as well as child exploitation 
... outcomes that are simply unacceptable. 


1 
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Then, this budget proposes to actually increase the spending for management and headquarters 
by nearly 3%. 

To make matters worse, the budget also proposes about a billion dollars in new fees that are not 
even authorized. So, your budget assumes enormous offsets that simply do not exist. 

The budget then proposes the creation of a new, costly political program that does not adhere to 
the Ryan-Murray plan enacted into law just months ago and that has no plan or justification. 

This so-called “Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative” is little more than a political wish 
list that has been presented to the Congress and this Committee in an amateurish and wholly 
inadequate manner. 

Finally, your budget simply does not comply with the law as it is missing more than 20 reports 
and expenditure plans required to be submitted with the budget. Frankly, this failure is offensive 
- “late” and “incomplete” do not comply with the law nor meet this Subcommittee's standards 
for budget submittals. 

Mr. Secretary, this Subcommittee deals in matters of reality — meaning we enforce the 
law as it is written, not how we’d like it to be. . .. and, we only deal with laws and offsets that are 
real, not some false fiction of fees. 

And, that is why this Subcommittee has adhered to three core principles since it was established 
more than eleven years ago by Chairman Rogers; 

1 . Unwavering support for our frontline personnel and essential security operations; 

2. Clear alignment of funding to results; and 

3. True fiscal discipline - meaning, that we provide every well-justified dollar needed for 
homeland security, but not a penny more. 

Mr. Secretary, 1 know you are new. 1 know you inherited this ill-conceived budget. So, we’ll 
work with you in the coming months. . .. Lord knows, we can only improve this so-called 
proposal and 1 give you my word 1 will do just that, 

Mr. Secretary, I think it is clear that we have a lot to cover today. Before I recognize you for 
your testimony, let me turn to our distinguished Ranking Member and former Chairman for any 
remarks he wishes to make. 


mm 
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Opening Statement: Mr. Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Secretary, and welcome to you. This is your 
first appearance before our subcommittee, your first opportunity to 
answer questions on the fiscal year 2015 budget request from the 
President. 

I hope you will find our hearings to be both constructive and ben- 
eficial to your mission as the Secretary. This subcommittee is in- 
clined to be candid and probing, but I hope our questions will be 
fair and reasonable. You have a difficult job, so even when there 
are disagreements, we still appreciate and respect your service to 
the country and look forward to working together. 

You have inherited a department that is now more than 10 years 
old. It has had its share of growing pains, but it has made signifi- 
cant progress in many areas under the leadership of each of your 
predecessors. I know your intent is to build on and hasten that 
progress. 

One area that is in dire need of progress is the morale of DHS 
personnel, which ranks as the lowest among Federal agencies. I 
know from our conversations that that is a priority for you, and I 
look forward to hearing more about your strategy not only to ad- 
dress it but to continue to build the Department into “one DHS.” 

Part of the morale problem, I know, has to do with the extended 
vacancies across multiple DHS leadership offices. Some of these va- 
cancies can be explained by delays in the Senate confirmation proc- 
ess, although we have seen some progress on that front, including 
three important confirmations last week. But for many, the Depart- 
ment or the administration was slow to act. So I hope you can give 
us a feel for when we might see all of these vacancies filled. Be- 
yond employee morale, you need long-term leaders in charge of all 
your departmental components to help you do your job effectively. 

I have been particularly impressed with the strides made across 
the Department in using risk-based strategies to prioritize the use 
of limited resources. From risk-based screening by TSA and 
prioritizing criminal alien deportations by ICE to improved tar- 
geting of passengers and cargo by GBP, the Department is taking 
a more strategic approach to accomplishing its many missions. 
That approach is especially needed now, as we continue to live in 
an era of fiscal restraint. 

The fiscal 2015 net discretionary budget request for the Depart- 
ment is $38.2 billion, not including an additional $6.4 billion in dis- 
aster-relief funding that does not count toward the discretionary 
cap. This total is $1.1 billion below the current-year funding level. 

Of course, DHS isn’t the only department being asked to do more 
with less. In fact, other departments are far worse off. 

While I am hopeful that we can move forward in a bipartisan 
manner based on the previously agreed-upon top-line fiscal 2015 
numbers, this agreement will still leave massive shortfalls across 
our Federal budget in funding for health and research grants, in- 
frastructure investments, veteran benefits, and much beyond that. 

Now, some are going to be quick to criticize the Homeland Secu- 
rity budget request, but we need to realize it is part of a bigger pic- 
ture — a bigger picture that includes in the recent past government 
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shutdowns, destructive sequestration cuts, unwise repeated cuts in 
critical domestic investments. So this history, unfortunately, has 
left the administration with severely limited options. 

There is perhaps no greater challenge for the Department than 
border and immigration enforcement. This is not only because of 
the fact that our immigration system is fundamentally flawed but 
also because the politics surrounding immigration are so conten- 
tious, plagued, I am afraid, by exaggerations of both fact and rhet- 
oric as well as legitimate policy differences. 

My experience on this subcommittee ever since its creation has 
convinced me of the futility of approaching immigration as simply 
an enforcement issue or simply throwing money at the border or 
any other aspect of the problem. We must have comprehensive re- 
form. In fact, we should have had it long ago. And if we can accom- 
plish reform this year, Mr. Secretary, that would go farther than 
anything else I can think of to make your job more manageable and 
your department more successful. 

One of the things that the subcommittee would benefit greatly 
from and that would help clear the air around the overall immigra- 
tion debate would be more comprehensive and timely data about 
how the Department is managing its border and immigration en- 
forcement responsibilities. How many individuals are being appre- 
hended? Where are they being apprehended? How do they fit into 
the Department’s enforcement priorities? How many meet ICE’s 
statutory or policy criteria for detention? How many are put on al- 
ternatives detention or some other nondetention form of super- 
vision? And which enforcement priority levels do these individuals 
fit into? 

We need to have more confidence that our detention resources 
are used for those who are threats to the community or are serious 
flight risks. And we need to know that our ATD programs, which 
are less expensive, work effectively as a detention alternative. 

Better information may not be the way to reach consensus on 
every question of border and immigration enforcement policy, but 
it would help us. It would elevate the discussion to one based on 
empirical evidence and agreed-upon data. 

With regard to immigration enforcement policy, there has been 
a significant debate about ICE’s use of prosecutorial discretion, but 
the use of law enforcement discretion has a long and credible his- 
tory. In fact, as you well know yourself, Mr. Secretary, from your 
own experience, every prosecuting office in the country exercises 
discretion on which cases to pursue and to what extent. In fact, any 
prosecutor not exercising discretion is derelict in his or her duty to 
the taxpayers. 

So we should have a discussion about the priorities the Depart- 
ment has established for immigration enforcement, but I hope we 
can all agree that it simply must prioritize. A convicted felon, by 
definition, has committed a more serious crime than a mis- 
demeanor offender or a deferred-action-eligible individual and 
therefore poses a bigger risk to the public. We simply don’t have 
the resources to do it all. 

Now, on the specific budget proposal, there are some recycled 
proposals that I was hoping we wouldn’t see again. I want to par- 
ticularly register my concerns with the proposed cuts to FEMA 
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grants and to the Coast Guard’s acquisition budget. Both of those 
accounts represent important investments in the Nation’s future 
homeland security capabilities that we can’t shortchange. 

I am also wary of the proposed transfer of the funding and re- 
sponsibility for the Emergency Food and Shelter Program from 
FEMA to the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
That idea has been proposed and rejected in the past because the 
stakeholder community simply didn’t support the change. 

Mr. Secretary, I look forward to your testimony, our discussion 
today, look forward to continuing to work with you this year in 
support of your department’s important missions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

[The information follows:] 
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David Price (D-NC), Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

EMBARGOED UNTIL DELIVERY (Approx. 4:00 PM) Media Comact; Andrew High 

Tuesday, March 1 1, 2014 202-225-1784. aTidrew.high@mail.house,aov 

Opening Statement of Ranking Member David Price 

Department of Homeland Security FY2015 Budget Hearing 
March II, 2014/4:00 pm 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary, and welcome. This is your first appearance before our subcommittee and 
your first opportunity to answer questions on the President’s Fiscal Year 2015 budget request. I hope you will 
find our hearings to be both constructive and beneficial to your mission as Secretary of the Department of 
Homeland Security. The relationship between the Appropriations Committee, Cabinet Secretaries, and 
component heads is critical to ensuring agencies have the resources they need, while protecting taxpayer 
dollars. We want to be your partners in helping to make the Department successful across the broad range of its 
mission areas. This subcommittee is inclined to be candid and probing, but I hope our questions will be fair and 
reasonable. You have a difficult job, so even when there are disagreements, we still appreciate and respect your 
service to the country and look forward to working together. 

You have inherited a Department that is now more than 10 years old. It has had its share of growing 
pains, but it has made significant progress in many areas under the leadership of each of your predecessors. 1 
know your intent is to build on and hasten that progress. 

One area that is in dire need of some progress is the morale of DHS personnel, which ranks as the lowest 
among Federal agencies. I know from our conversations that this is a priority for you, and I look forward to 
hearing more about your strategy to not only address it, but continue to build the Department into “one DHS.” 

Part of the morale problem, I know, has to do with extended vacancies across multiple DHS leadership 
offices. Some of those vacancies can be explained by delays in the Senate confirmation process -■ although we 
have seen some progress on that front, including three important confirmations last week. But for many, the 
Department or the Administration was slow to act. So I hope you can also give us a feel for when we might see 
all of these vacancies filled. Beyond employee morale, you need long term leaders in charge of all of your 
departmental components to help you do your job effectively. 

1 have been particularly impressed with the strides made across the Department in using risk-based 
strategies to prioritize the use of limited resources. From risk-based screening by TS A and prioritizing criminal 
^lien deportations by ICE, to improved targeting of passengers and cargo by CBP, the Department is taking a 
more strategic approach to accomplishing its many missions. 
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That approach is especially needed now as we continue to live in an era of fiscal restraint. The fiscal 
year 2015 net discretionary budget request for the Department of Homeland Security is $38.2 billion, not 
including an additional $6.4 billion in disaster relief funding that does not count toward the discretionary cap. 
This total is $ 1 . 1 billion below current year funding level. 

DHS is of course not the only agency being asked to do more with less. While 1 am hopeful that we can 
move forward in a bipartisan manner based on the previously agreed upon top-line F Y 1 5 numbers, this 
agreement will still leave massive shortfalls in funding for critical federal needs in health and research grants, 
infrastructure investments, and veterans benefits. Some will be quick to criticize the Homeland Security budget 
request, but this is part of a bigger picture than includes government shutdowns; destructive sequestration cuts; 
unwise, repeated cuts in critical investments - all of which, unfortunately, has left the Administration with 
severely limited options. 

There is perhaps no greater challenge for the Department than border and immigration enforcement. 

This is not only because of the fact that our immigration system is fundamentally flawed, but also because the 
politics surrounding it are so contentious - plagued, I am afraid, by exaggerations of both facts and rhetoric as 
well as legitimate policy differences. My experience on this subcommittee ever since its creation has convinced 
me of the futility of approaching immigration as simply an enforcement issue or simply throwing money at the 
border or any other aspect of the problem. We must have comprehensive reform. 

In fact, we should have had it long ago, and if we can accomplish reform this year, Mr. Secretary, that 
would go farther than anything else I can imagine to make your job more manageable and your department 
more successful. 

One of things that the subcommittee would greatly benefit from - and that would help clear the air 
around the overall immigration debate — would be more comprehensive and timely data about how the 
Department is managing its border and immigration enforcement responsibilities. How many individuals are 
being apprehended, where are they being apprehended, and how do they fit into the Department’s enforcement 
priorities? How many meet ICE’s statutory or policy criteria for detention? How many are put on Alternatives 
to Detention or some other non-detention form of supervision, and which enforcement priority levels do they fit 
into? 

We need to have more confidence that our detention resources are used for those who are threats to the 
community or are serious flight risks, and that ATD programs - which are much less expensive, work 
effectively as a detention alternative. Better information may not be the way to reach consensus on questions 
of border and immigration enforcement policy, but it would hopefully elevate the discussion to one based more 
on empirical evidence and agreed upon data. 

With regard to immigration enforcement policy, there has been a significant debate about ICE’s use of 
“prosecutorial discretion”, but the use of law enforcement discretion has a long and credible history. In fact, as 
you well know yourself Mr. Secretary, every prosecuting office in the country utilizes discretion on which cases 
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to pursue and to what extent. In fact, any prosecutor not exercising discretion is derelict in his or her duty to the 
taxpayers. So we should have a discussion about the priorities the Department has established for immigration 
enforcement, but 1 hope we can all agree that it simply must prioritize. A convicted felon, by definition, has 
committed a more serious crime than a misdemeanor offender or a deferred-action eligible individual and 
therefore poses a bigger risk to the public. We simply don’t have the resources to do it all. 

Now on the specific budget proposal, unfortunately there are some recycled proposals that I was 
disappointed to see again. I want to particularly register my concerns with the proposed cuts to FEMA grants 
and to the Coast Guard’s acquisition budget. Both of those accounts represent important investments in the 
nation’s future homeland security capabilities that we cannot shortchange. 

I am also wary of the proposed transfer of the funding and responsibility for the Emergency Food and 
Shelter Program from FEMA to the Department of Housing and Urban Development. That idea has been 
proposed and rejected in the past because the stakeholder community did not support the change. 

Mr. Secretary, I look forward to your testimony and our discussion today, and I look forw'ard to 
continuing to work with you this year in support of the Department’s important missions. 

### 
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Mr. Carter. Mr. Secretary, your entire written statement will be 
entered into the record. You are now recognized for 5 minutes to 
summarize your testimony. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Carter. I am sorry, I should have asked my Chairman if he 
had an opening statement. 

Opening Statement: Mr. Rogers 

Please excuse me, Hal. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being here on your first appear- 
ance before the committee. 

In the past several years. Ranking Member Lowey and I, along 
with our counterparts across the Capitol, have worked hand-in- 
hand to restore regular order to this committee, thoughtful over- 
sight, and austerity. The omnibus bill for fiscal 2014, which we 
agreed upon in January, is truly emblematic of that commitment, 
making responsible choices to right-size our Federal Government 
and target precious tax dollars where they are needed the most. 
That bill was a true product of coming together, reflecting our 
shared desire to roll up our sleeves, cast partisanship to the way- 
side, and do the critical work expected of this storied committee. 

All of us are committed to moving forward in a similar fashion 
in fiscal year 2015, with honest and fair negotiations. That is why 
I am disappointed that we are here today to review a budget re- 
quest that, as Chairman Carter has pointed out, is overtly partisan 
and political at its core. 

The protection of our homeland is a responsibility of paramount 
importance. And I fear this budget request undermines that duty 
with the same budget gimmicks, unauthorized legislative pro- 
posals, and cuts to frontline security operations that we have sadly 
come to expect under this administration. Mr. Secretary, we have 
to do better. 

Once again, the Department has proposed to significantly reduce 
Coast Guard and ICE that supports the men and women who 
bravely defend our homeland on the front lines. In particular, the 
budget would decrease custody operations by $202 million and do- 
mestic investigations by $27.7 million, in addition to reducing the 
mandated detention level by over 10 percent — another strong sig- 
nal that this administration is not interested in enforcing the im- 
migration laws on the books in this country. 

This budget cuts over 500 military and civilian personnel at the 
Coast Guard — 500. When the Attorney General is describing the 
uptick in heroin abuse in our country, he said it is an urgent public 
health crisis — and I am using his words — I simply don’t see the 
wisdom in reducing one of our first and most important front lines 
of defense against heroin drug trafficking. 

Once again, the Department is budgeted with imaginary money, 
relying on $1 billion in unauthorized increases to multiple CPB 
user fees and to TSA’s aviation passenger fees to support critical 
security measures. 

Once again, the Department has proposed a new FEMA grant 
program that has not been formally submitted to or vetted by the 
relevant authorizing committees of the Congress. 
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Once again, the Department has failed to submit a number of 
plans and reports which are essential to help this committee do its 
work and do its work well. These are not merely suggestions or re- 
quests; they are required by law. 

I could go on, Mr. Secretary, and I may later. The bottom line 
is this: We have to do better. Your testimony today I hope will 
allay my concerns as we work together in protecting our homeland. 

And I thank the chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry about that. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Ha! Rogers 
House Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
Hearing on FYI5 DHS Budget Request 
Secretary Jeh Johnson 
March 11,2014 

Opening Statement as Prepared 


Thank you. Chairman Carter. Secretary Johnson, we welcome you for your first visit before the 
Appropriations Committee. Thank you for being with us today to diseuss the Department of 
Homeland Security’s budget request for Fiscal Year 2015. 

In the past several years, Ranking Member Lowey and 1 - along with our counterparts across the 
Capitol Dome -- have worked hand-in-hand to restore regular order, thoughtful oversight and 
austerity to this Committee. The omnibus bill for Fiscal Year 2014 is truly emblematic of this 
commitment, making responsible choices to right-size our federal government and target 
precious tax dollars where they are needed the most. That bill was a true product of compromise, 
reflecting our shared desire to roll up our sleeves, cast partisanship to the wayside and do the 
critical work expected from this storied Committee. 

All of us are committed to moving forward in a similar fashion in Fiscal Year 2015 with honest 
and fair negotiations. That it is why 1 am disappointed that we’re here today to review a budget 
request that, as Chairman Carter pointed out, is overtly partisan and political at its core. The 
protection of our homeland is a responsibility of paramount importance, and I fear this budget 
request undermines that duty with the same budget gimmicks, unauthorized legislative proposals 
and cuts to frontline security operations that we’ve sadly come to expect under this 
Administration. Mr. Secretary, we’ve got to do better: 

Once again, the Department has proposed to significantly reduce Coast Guard and ICE funding 
that supports the men and women who bravely defend our homeland on the frontlines. 

In particular, the budget would decrease custody operations by $202 million and domestic 
investigations by $27.7 million, in addition to reducing the mandated detention level by over 
1 0% - another strong signal that this Administration is not interested in enforcing the 
immigration laws on the books in this country. 

This budget cuts over 500 military and civilian personnel at the Coast Guard. When the Attorney 
General is describing the uptiek in heroin abuse in our country an “urgent public health crisis,” I 
simply don’t see the wisdom in reducing one of our first lines of defense against international 
drug trafficking. 

Once again, the Department has budgeted with imaginary money, relying on $1 billion in 
unauthorized increases to multiple CBP user fees and to TSA’s aviation passenger fees to 
support critical security measures. 
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Once again, the Department has proposed a new FEMA grant program that has not been formally 
submitted to or vetted by the relevant authorizing Committees. 

Once again, the Department has failed to submit a number of plans and reports which arc 
essential to help this Committee do its work - and do its work well. These are not merely 
suggestions or requests; they are required by law. 

I could go on, Mr. Secretary, but the bottom line is this: We have to do better. I hope your 
testimony today will allay my concerns as we work together in protecting our homeland. Thank 
you. 

mum 
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Mr. Carter. Ms. Lowey. 

Opening Statement: Mrs. Lowey 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And welcome, Mr. Secretary. 

I would like to thank Chairman Rogers, Judge Carter, Ranking 
Member Price for their leadership. 

This subcommittee values our role in protecting our homeland, as 
well as the bipartisan working relationship we foster to meet that 
goal. 

Mr. Secretary, as you appear before the House Appropriations 
Committee for the first time, I welcome you. 

Last year, there were acts of terror in Boston, growing cyber at- 
tacks on America’s businesses, and drug cartel violence along the 
U.S. -Mexican border. That has resulted in the murder of 60,000 
people since 2006 and turned some border towns into a war zone. 

These challenges alone certainly make an extremely difficult job, 
and yet you oversee 16 different agencies and offices, which is no 
small feat. I wish you luck, stand ready to work with you to pro- 
vide our first responders. Border Patrol officers, special agents, and 
every Federal law enforcement officer with the resources to keep 
our country safe. 

The President’s budget yet again proposes to consolidate FEMA’s 
State and local grants into a large pot without authorization from 
Congress and expressly against the wishes of this committee. Such 
a consolidation could dilute crucial antiterrorism funds from areas 
most at risk of attacks and leave transit and port security in the 
Nation’s most densely populated areas without the ability to pre- 
vent and respond to acts of terror. In addition, the Department’s 
assumption that the job is complete in New York City is pre- 
mature, and a reduction in securing the city’s funding could leave 
New York City without the radiological and nuclear detection capa- 
bilities it needs. 

With that said, I commend the President for his efforts to put 
Americans back to work while making investments that will sup- 
port our infrastructure. The Opportunity, Growth, and Security Ini- 
tiative, if implemented, would provide $400 million for pre-hazard- 
mitigation assistance. With natural disasters becoming more fre- 
quent, severe, and costly, these funds would be a worthy invest- 
ment in our resiliency and infrastructure. 

Lastly, every day the best and brightest come to America to 
study and work and then, due to our broken immigration system, 
return home to compete against us in a global market. This makes 
no sense. Businesses, security professionals, and labor all agree 
that every day without comprehensive immigration reform is a 
missed opportunity. I hope that the House will take up H.R. 15, 
nearly identical to the Senate bill that passed with bipartisan sup- 
port, and that when you come before us next year we will discuss 
how the President’s fiscal year 2016 budget meets the implementa- 
tion needs of this important legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

[The information follows:] 
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statement of Nita M. Lowev 

FY15 Department of Homeland Security Budget Hearing with Secretary Johnson 
March 11, 2014 

I'd like to thank Chairman Rodgers, Judge Carter, and Ranking Member Price for their 
leadership. This subcommittee values our role in protecting our homeland as well as the 
bipartisan working relationship we foster to meet this goal. 

Mr. Secretary, as you appear before the House Appropriations Committee for the first time, I 
welcome you. Last year there were acts of terror in Boston, growing cyber attacks on America's 
businesses, and drug cartel violence along the U.S.-Mexico border that has resulted in the 
murder of 60,000 people since 2006 and turned some border towns into war zones. These 
challenges alone make for a difficult job, and yet you oversee 16 different agencies and offices, 
which is no small feat. I wish you luck and stand ready to work with you to provide our first 
responders, border patrol officers, special agents, and every federal law enforcement officer 
with the resources to keep our country safe. 

The President's budget, yet again, proposes to consolidate FEMA State and local grants into a 
large pot, without authorization from Congress, and expressly against the wishes of this 
Committee. Such a consolidation could dilute crucial anti-terrorism funds from areas most at 
risk of attacks and leave transit and port security in the nation's most densely populated areas 
without the ability to prevent and respond to acts of terror. In addition, the Department's 
assumption that the job is complete in New York City is premature, and a reduction in Securing 
the Cities funding could leave New York City without the radiological and nuclear detection 
capabilities it needs. 

With that said, I commend the President for his efforts to put Americans back to work while 
making investments that will support our infrastructure. The Opportunity, Growth, and 
Security Initiative, if implemented, would provide $400 million for pre-hazard mitigation 
assistance. With natural disasters becoming more frequent, severe, and costly, these funds 
would be a worthy investment in our resiliency and infrastructure. 

Lastly, every day the best and brightest come to America to study and work, and then due to 
our broken immigration system, return home to compete against us in a global market. This 
makes no sense. Businesses, security professionals, and labor all agree that every day without 
comprehensive immigration reform is a missed opportunity. I hope that the House will take up 
H.R.15, nearly identical to the Senate bill that passed with bipartisan support, and that when 
you come before us next year we will discuss how the President's FY16 budget meets the 
implementation needs of this important legislation. Thank you. 
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Mr. Carter. Okay. I am sorry for the mix-up. 

You are now recognized, Secretary Johnson, for your statement. 

Opening Statement: Secretary Johnson 

Secretary JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; thank you, Mr. 
Chairman; thank you. Ranking Member Price, Ranking Member 
Lowey, who I have known for some years. 

I want to begin by thanking the subcommittee — you have my 
prepared statement for the record. I will read an abbreviated 
version of it. 

I would like to thank the subcommittee for the strong support 
you have provided to the Department for the past 11 years. I look 
forward to continuing to work with you in the coming year to pro- 
tect the homeland and the American people. 

I am pleased to appear before the subcommittee to present the 
President’s fiscal year 2015 budget request for the Department. 
The 2015 budget request builds on our accomplishments over the 
past 11 years while providing essential support to national and eco- 
nomic security. 

The basic missions of DHS are and should be: preventing ter- 
rorism and enhancing security, securing and managing our borders, 
enforcing and administering our immigration laws, safeguarding 
and securing cyberspace, and strengthening national preparedness 
and resilience. The President’s fiscal year 2015 budget request pro- 
vides the resources necessary, in our judgment, to maintain and 
strengthen our efforts in each of these critical mission areas. 

In all, the fiscal year 2015 budget requests $60.9 billion in total 
budget authority, $49 billion in gross discretionary funding, and 
$38.2 billion in net discretionary funding. 

Of particular note, the President’s budget request funds produc- 
tion of the National Security Cutter 8 as part of the recapitaliza- 
tion of the Coast Guard and requests $300 million to complete the 
funding necessary to construct the National Bio- and Agro-Defense 
Facility, a state-of-the-art bio-containment facility central to the 
protection of the Nation’s food supply and security. 

The fiscal year 2015 budget will provide $10.2 billion to support 
disaster resiliency, primarily through the grants program, that are 
administered by FEMA and the Disaster Relief Fund. 

I would like to also mention something about vacancies. There 
has been a lot of discussion of vacancies within the senior levels 
of the Department. I am pleased that the Senate last week acted 
on the confirmations of Suzanne Spaulding, Gil Kerlikowske to lead 
CBP, and John Roth to be our new Inspector General. We have 
three more who are awaiting Senate confirmation now. 

And I would like to report that with respect to the other senior 
leaders, I have in mind at least one individual who we are recruit- 
ing at every one of these levels. This is an active part of my respon- 
sibility as Secretary, to fill these leadership positions. I spend vir- 
tually some part of every day working on this important mandate. 

As Secretary, I am also mindful of the environment in which we 
pursue each of our important missions. The days are over when 
those of us in national and homeland security can expect more and 
more to be added each year to our top-line budgets. I therefore be- 
lieve, as I know many members of this committee believe, I am oh- 
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ligated to identify and eliminate inefficiencies, waste, and unneces- 
sary duplication of resources across DHS’s large and decentralized 
bureaucracy while pursuing important missions such as the recapi- 
talization of the aging Coast Guard fleet. 

We reached a major milestone last year when the Department 
achieved its first unqualified or clean audit opinion on its financial 
reporting. These are important steps in maturing the Department’s 
management and oversight functions. 

But there is more to do. As part of the agenda, we are tackling 
our budget structure and process. DHS currently has 76 appropria- 
tions over 120 projects, programs, or activities. And there are sig- 
nificant structural inconsistencies across components, making mis- 
sion-based budget planning and budget execution analysis difficult. 

We are making changes, as I have discussed with members of 
this committee, to our budget process to better focus our efforts on 
a mission and cross-component view. I, along with the Deputy Sec- 
retary, am personally engaged to provide the necessary leadership 
and direction to this process. 

As part of a management reform agenda, I am also doing a top- 
to-bottom review of our acquisition governance process, from how 
we develop our strategies to the development of our requirements, 
to how we sustain our platforms, equipment, and people, and ev- 
erything in between. 

Part of this will include the thoughtful but necessary consolida- 
tion of functions to provide the Department with the proper over- 
sight management and responsibilities to carry out this task. This 
will allow I3HS to more fully ensure the solutions we pursue are 
responsive to our strategy, technologically mature, and cost-effec- 
tive. I look forward to sharing our ideas and strategies with this 
subcommittee as we move forward in this area. 

The last thing I would like to comment on is a comment was 
made that I am new. The week before last, in my testimony before 
the House Homeland Committee, a member remarked, we know 
you inherited this, but when you inherit something, you own it. 
And so I accept responsibility for the Department and its budget 
submission. Someone has to be responsible, and that is me. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to your 
questions. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Carter, Ranking Member Price, and Members of the Subcommittee; 

I begin by thanking this Subcommittee for the strong support you have provided to the Department 
the past eleven years. I look forward to continuing to work with you in the coming year to protect 
the homeland and the American people. 

I am pleased to appear before the Subcommittee to present President Obama’s Fiscal Year (FY) 
2015 Budget Request for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). The FY 2015 Budget 
request builds on our accomplishments over the past eleven years while providing essential support 
to national and economic security. 

The FY 2015 Budget reflects President Obama’s strong commitment to protecting the homeland 
and the American people. It supports and continues our focus on preserving frontline priorities 
across the Department by cutting costs, sharing resources across DHS components, and 
streamlining operations wherever possible. It will ensure our men and women on the frontlines are 
well trained, equipped, and supported while continuing to maximize Department-wide efficiencies. 
It will also continue to make responsible investments in personnel, technology and asset 
recapitalization that are critical to ensuring our future security, while recognizing that difficult fiscal 
choices must be made. 

The basic missions of DHS are and should continue to be preventing terrorism and enhancing 
security; securing and managing our borders; enforcing and administering our immigration laws; 
safeguarding and securing cyberspace; and strengthening national preparedness and resilience. The 
President’s FY 2015 Budget request provides the resources necessary to maintain and strengthen 
our efforts in each of these critical mission areas. 

In all, the FY 2015 Budget requests $60.9 billion in total budget authority, $49.0 billion in gross 
discretionary funding and $38.2 billion in net discretionary funding. 

The cornerstone of the Homeland Security mission is protecting our nation against terrorist attacks. 
Through the efforts of both the Bush and Obama Administrations, we have put al Qaeda’s core 
leadership on a path to strategic defeat. But the terrorist threat has continued to evolve. We must 
remain vigilant in detecting and preventing terrorist threats that seek to penetrate the homeland from 
the land, sea or air. We also must continue to build relationships with state and local law 
enforcement, and the first responders in our communities, to address the threats we face from those 
who self-radicalize to violence, the so-called “lone wolf who may be living quietly in our midst, 
inspired by radical, violent ideology to do harm to Americans- illustrated last year by the Boston 
Marathon bombing. 

The FY 2015 Budget strengthens the Department’s antiterrorism efforts. It requests $3.8 billion for 
TSA screening operations to continue improving aviation security effectiveness by aligning 
passenger screening resources based on risk. It also requests more than $1 billion for FEMA’s 
preparedness grants with particular emphasis on building and sustaining capabilities that address 
high consequence events that pose the greatest risk to the security and resilience of the United 
States and can be utilized to address multiple threats and hazards. 
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Border security is essential to homeland security. Good border security is both a barrier to terrorist 
threats, drug traffickers, transnational criminal organizations, and other threats to national security 
and public safety, and a facilitator for legitimate trade and travel. We are gratified by the support 
Congress has provided to improve security at our borders and ports of entry. With that support, 
we’ve made great progress. There is now more manpower, technology and infrastructure on our 
borders than ever before, and our men and women in and around the border are producing results. 
But we must remain vigilant. 

The FY 2015 Budget builds on this progress by providing $362.5 million to maintain the necessary 
infrastructure and technology along the Nation’s borders to ensure that law enforcement personnel 
are supported with effective surveillance technology to improve their ability to detect and interdict 
illegal activity in a safer environment. The Budget invests $90 million in technology that will 
improve remote and mobile video surveillance systems and $ 1 1 .7 million to recapitalize non- 
intrusive inspection equipment. The Budget will allow DHS to complete the hiring of up to 2,000 
new Customs and Border Protection officers, which commenced in FY 2014, and an additional 
2,000 officers funded by fees in FY 20 1 5, resulting in faster processing and inspections of 
passengers and cargo at U.S. ports of entry, which is projected to add nearly 66,000 new jobs, add 
$4 billion to GDP and result in more seizures of illegal items, such as drugs, guns, and counterfeit 
goods. The FY 2015 Budget supports the salaries, benefits, and operating costs for 21,370 Border 
Patrol agents and 25,775 CBP officers. 

With respect to removals and immigration enforcement, we must continue to prioritize our 
resources on those who represent threats to national security, public safety and border security. The 
FY 2015 Budget will provide $2,6 billion to support Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 
activities to identify, apprehend, and remove aliens from the United States. The FY 20 1 5 Budget 
also includes $124.8 million to continue expansion and enhancement of the E-Verify program. 

We will continue to streamline and facilitate the legal immigration process while enforcing U.S. 
immigration laws through the smart and effective use of resources. As I have said many times, we 
must also take serious steps forward on immigration reform legislation and find common sense 
solutions to a problem we all know we have. I am committed to working with Congress to achieve 
that goal. 

In addition, we must continue efforts to address the growing cyber threat to the private sector and 
the “.gov” networks, illustrated by the real, pervasive, and ongoing series of attacks on public and 
private infrastructure. The FY 2015 Budget includes $1.27 billion for DHS cybersecurity activities, 
including $377.7 million for Network Security Deployment, including the EINSTEIN^ Accelerated 
(E3A) program, which enables DHS to detect malicious traffic targeting civilian Federal 
Government networks and prevent malicious traffic from harming those networks, it also includes 
$143.5 million for the Continuous Diagnostics and Mitigation program, which provides hardware, 
software, and services designed to support activities that strengthen the operational security of 
Federal civilian networks. In support of Executive Order 1 3636, the Budget will also provide $8.5 
million to establish a voluntary program and an enhanced cybersecurity services capability. 

DHS also must be vigilant in preparing for and responding to disasters, including floods, wildfires, 
tornadoes, hurricanes, and most recently, chemical leaks like the 2014 spill into the Elk River in 
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West Virginia that threatened the water supply of hundreds of thousands of people. We have come 
a long way since the days of Hurricane Katrina. We have improved disaster planning with public 
and private sector partners, non-profit organizations, and the American people. With the help of 
this committee, we have also improved the Department’s emergency response agility through 
important changes to the structure of the Disaster Relief Fund, which brings immediate help and 
resources to our communities in their most dire times of need. 

Of particular note, the President’s FY 2015 Budget funds production of National Security Cutter 8, 
as part of the recapitalization of the Coast Guard, and requests $300 million to complete the funding 
necessary to construct the National Bio- and Agro- Defense Facility, a state-of-the-art bio- 
containment facility central to the protection of the Nation’s food supply and security. 

The FY 20 1 5 Budget will provide $ 1 0.2 billion to support disaster resiliency, primarily through the 
grants programs that are administered by FEMA and the Disaster Relief Fund. Of this total, $2.2 
billion in total grant funding will support state and local government efforts to prevent, protect 
against, respond to, and recover from incidents of terrorism and other catastrophic events. Also 
included are Firefighter and Emergency Management Performance Grants that support local first 
responders in achieving their missions, and $7 billion in DRF funding to provide immediate and 
long-lasting assistance to individuals and communities stricken by emergencies and major disasters. 

Lastly, the Budget includes the President’s Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative, which 
provides a roadmap for additional investments to help secure our nation’s future. Specifically, this 
initiative funds $300 million for FEMA’s reformed, risk-based approach to increase preparedness, 
mitigation, and emergency response to disasters and other threats in communities across the 
country. The Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative also dedicates significant resources to 
help our communities prepare for the effects of climate change, including $400 million to support 
planning and pilot projects for cities and communities through FEMA hazard mitigation assistance 
and national preparedness grants, and $10 million to help the National Protection and Programs 
Directorate identify critical infrastructure facilities and analyze their ability to remain functional 
after disasters. 

As Secretary of Homeland Security, I am mindful of the environment in which we pursue each of 
these important missions. The days are over when those of us in national and homeland security 
can expect more and more to be added each year to our top line budgets. I therefore believe I am 
obliged to identify and eliminate inefficiencies, waste, and unnecessary duplications of resources 
across DHS’s large and decentralized bureaucracy, while pursuing important missions such as the 
recapitalization of the aging Coast Guard fleet. Over the past two years, the Department has found 
innovative ways to reduce cost and leverage efficiencies, reducing DHS-wide expenses by over $2.7 
billion during that period. We also reached a major milestone last year when the Department 
achieved its first unqualified or “clean” audit opinion on its financial reporting. These are important 
steps in maturing the Department’s management and oversight functions, but there is more to do. 

As part of this agenda we are tackling our budget structure and process. DHS currently has 76 
appropriations and over 1 20 projects, programs or activities, and there are significant structural 
inconsistencies across components, making mission based budget planning and budget execution 
analysis difficult. We are making changes to our budget process to better focus our efforts on a 
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mission and cross-component view. 1, along with the Deputy Secretary, am personally engaged to 
provide the necessary leadership and direction to this process. 1 look forward to further discussing 
these ideas and strategies with this sub-Committee as we develop ways to refine our planning 
process and appropriation account structure in order to improve how the Department resources its 
missions. 

As part of a management reform agenda, I am also doing a top to bottom review our of acquisition 
governance process - from how we develop our strategies, to the development of our requirements, 
to how we sustain our platforms, equipment and people and everything in between. Part of this will 
include the thoughtful, but necessary, consolidation of functions to provide the Department with the 
proper oversight, management and responsibilities to carry out this task. This will allow DHS to 
more fully ensure the solutions we pursue are responsive to our strategy, technologically mature, 
and cost effective. I look forward to sharing our ideas and strategies with this sub-Committee as we 
move forward in this area. 

In closing, the Department’s FY 2015 Budget request recognizes our current fiscal realities and 
works within them. It is a responsible plan that will strengthen our Nation’s security while allowing 
the Department to continue to achieve its core objectives. I thank the Committee for inviting me to 
appear today. In the pursuit of our important mission, 1 pledge to this Committee my total 
dedication and all the energy I possess. 1 look forward to working with you to meet our shared 
priorities. 
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IMMIGRATION: CATCH-AND-RELEASE POLICY 

Mr. Carter. And I appreciate that comment. 

You know, in the past 4 months, CBP has apprehended 66,928 
illegal entrants into the Rio Grande Valley sector of our border. Rio 
Grande Valley is in Texas; we call it “the Valley.” Policies, proce- 
dures, and adjudication backlog resulted in many of these illegal 
immigrants staying in the United States for an indeterminant pe- 
riod of time, which is leading to a de facto catch-and-release policy. 

Mr. Secretary, in a yes-or-no answer, first, has the Administra- 
tion regressed to the flawed catch-and-release policy of our past 
history? What do you think? Do you know if this Administration 
has established a catch-and-release policy? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I do not believe so. And I would be opposed 
to such a policy. I know from my experience at the Department of 
Defense that an armed force, a law enforcement force has serious 
objections to a catch-and-release policy. We ask these people to put 
their own lives on the line, and if you do that, you should not catch, 
capture, or arrest someone only to be released moments later. 

So I do not believe in such a policy, and I don’t believe we have 
such a policy. 

Mr. Carter. Well, let’s just look at some things. We have a com- 
bination of government directives, deferred action, rule interpreta- 
tion, and proposed budget cuts, leading to a de facto cut-and-re- 
lease policy. 

Aren’t all these directives and memos regarding illegal activity 
such a thing by granting the recent border entrants with tem- 
porary status, even if it is a type of legal limbo, aren’t the White 
House decisions, including the latest proposal to slash ICE enforce- 
ment resources, creating an irrational posture for illegal entry that 
is leading to humanitarian dilemmas and law enforcement night- 
mares? 

Sir, I am from Texas, and you know that; we have talked. So ille- 
gal border crossings are a big deal to me and to my neighbors. And, 
you know, we all know what is going on in the Rio Grande Valley. 
Your group called that the RGV. We call it the Valley. And though 
we worry about the escalating flow of illegal aliens streaming into 
our neighborhoods and our communities, we worry more about the 
transnational criminal network that supports these illegal cross- 
ings. The word on the border is, at least across from Texas, that 
today no one crosses that river without the cartel being involved. 

Consider these statistics from CBP about apprehension in the 
Rio Grande Valley for the first quarter of fiscal year 2014. Between 
October and January — October, November, December, 4 months — 
as I said, 66,828 people were apprehended. A total of 49,850 were 
other than Mexicans, and 18,555 were juvenile apprehensions. 

When these folks were apprehended, they met ICE’s mandatory 
detention criteria because they were recent illegal entrants, but, 
needless to say, they weren’t all placed in detention beds. So what 
happened to them once they were processed by CBP and turned 
over to ICE? Of the 66,928, how many were removed, remained in 
detention, were placed in alternative detention, claimed credible 
fear, are awaiting immigration hearings? 
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How many other Mexicans are waiting to be deported? We can’t 
just ship them back to Mexico. Of the 18,555 children, how many 
were delivered to family members living legally or illegally in the 
United States? And how many children continue to wait in shelters 
if they couldn’t be reunited to family members? 

There is no doubt, Mr. Secretary — in my opinion, at least, there 
is no doubt — the current policies are causing systematic failures to 
the United States immigration enforcement process, creating, I 
would argue, an invitational posture that is leading to a humani- 
tarian crisis. 

It is a really sad story to hear, and we hear it on the border all 
the time, of a small child dropped across the bridge in Brownsville 
with a plan that is instigated by the cartel, says there is nothing 
to worry about that small child, it will be delivered by ICE, two 
agents flying in to accompany him travelling to a family in Vir- 
ginia. 

Now, this whole policy has created a disaster on our border. 
Would you consider that this might be creating incentives to bad 
behavior? And what is your solution? 

Secretary JOHNSON. A couple of comments. 

First, I have been to the Valley, I have spent time there, I have 
done the Rio Grande, and I have talked to our Border Patrol agents 
on the front lines about the challenges they face and what they 
need, the resources that they need. Because I know from personal 
experience, very often, you learn more from talking to the people 
on the front lines than you do your subordinates in Washington. In 
fact, when I went to the Valley, I told my subordinates in Wash- 
ington to stay home; I wanted to talk directly to the guys on the 
front line. 

I agree that we have some real challenges in south Texas. I think 
south Texas, particularly of late, is presenting some real chal- 
lenges, and we have some work to do there. 

One of the things that I was struck by when I visited the deten- 
tion center on January 20th was that there were 995 detainees 
there, only 18 percent of whom were Mexican. There was some- 
thing like 30 nationalities represented in that one detention center. 
And it is very clear why: Smuggling organizations are bringing 
these individuals through Mexico into the United States as part of 
a plan. 

So one of my concerns, one of my challenges is I think we have 
to be very aggressive when it comes to going after the organiza- 
tions, some of whom are beholden to the cartels — many of whom 
are beholden to the cartels. Almost no one crosses the south Texas 
border who is not being smuggled. There is no freelancing. It is all 
part of an organized process put in place. 

I am also sensitive to aspects of our system that may create 
magnets for illegal immigration. I am sensitive to that. And when 
I was on the front lines, I talked to our Border Patrol folks about 
some of the stresses that they face on the front lines as a result 
of the system we have in place. 

In my judgment, this is one of the reasons why we need com- 
prehensive immigration reform, both for the added border security 
that it would provide and, frankly, for — and I know some people 
disagree with this, but I think I am right on this — as a matter of 
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homeland security, an earned path to citizenship for the 11 million 
who are here. I want them to come out of the shadows so that we 
know who they are as a matter of homeland security. 

But, Chairman, I am sensitive to the challenges the people on 
the front lines face. I think in south Texas and the Valley, we have 
some work there to do in particular. 

The last thing I would say is there is a difference between catch- 
and-release and apprehension, arrest — and you know this yourself 
from your time in the judiciary — and someone being released on 
parole, on bond because someone has determined that they are not 
a flight risk. And that does indeed happen in our immigration sys- 
tem. And we have asked in this budget submission for $94 million 
for an alternatives-to-detention program that we think is a pretty 
good one, consistent with public safety. 

Mr. Carter. Well, you sort of confirmed, in some ways, what I 
just said about an invitational posture, and I thank you for your 
comments. 

When we had catch-and-release, I interviewed bondsmen, and 
the policy that they had was they would make the bond, but they 
were before the judge getting off the bond in a month because they 
knew the no-shows were going to be 90 percent, and they were 
gaming the system. This was way back in 2004 when the catch- 
and-release was the policy of the United States. 

But I need to go on to Mr. Price, so I will get my time again. 

Mr. Price. 


NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS GRANT PROGRAM 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, as you know, on this subcommittee, we have 
worked very hard to be full partners with our first responders and 
with our State and local governments to fully fund FEMA’s first- 
responder programs. I am disappointed that this budget does pro- 
pose a reduction in these programs, although I note that the ad- 
ministration has also proposed the Opportunity, Growth, and Secu- 
rity Initiative. That includes additional funding, or would include 
additional funding, for State and local grants, fully paid for, but it 
would be beyond the top-line funding level in the budget agree- 
ment. 

Now, in addition, the Department is again proposing to establish 
a National Preparedness Grant Program, which would take the 
place of the currently funded preparedness programs. That would 
include the State Homeland Security Grant Program, the Urban 
Areas Security Initiative, the Port Security Program, and the 
Transportation Security Grant Program — in other words, the rail 
program. 

Now, the administration, unlike the last 2 years, has proposed 
authorization language for this new NPGP, but the proposal is ba- 
sically the same as we have seen in recent years. So I am won- 
dering if you could elaborate for us the rationale for this proposal 
and some of the practical effects. 

I am especially interested in the practical effects. With the major 
urban areas, for example, are they justified in their concern that 
they could lose access to significant amounts of funding under this 
restructuring? What would the UASI cities gain or lose under the 



27 


proposed structure? Would those cities need to rely solely on their 
State governments or more on their State governments to receive 
funding under the proposed structure? 

Secondly, could you describe for me how changes have been 
made, what kind of changes you have made in response to some 
of the criticisms leveled by stakeholders to the proposal from prior 
years? 

Thirdly, were the consolidated program to be authorized and 
funded, do you expect that we would see a significantly different 
balance of investments than we have seen under the currently 
funded preparedness grant programs? 

You see what I am getting at. I mean, these are programs that 
are important to us; they are important to you, I know. We want 
to fund them as generously as we possibly can, and we want to do 
this in a way that is effective and as efficient as possible. 

This proposal keeps coming back, though. And we have resisted 
it, as you know very well. We have resisted it. We have reason to 
believe that the current grant structure is well-defined and has de- 
livered important assistance. 

If you have a different idea or if you believe that the bottom line 
in terms of what is delivered and how it is utilized would be dif- 
ferent and would be better under this kind of consolidation, then 
I think now is the time to let us know that rationale. Because, as 
I said, this proposal, this isn’t the first time we have seen it. So 
if you are persisting in this, we obviously need to know the reason 
why. 

Secretary JOHNSON. First of all, I was pleased that in the 2014 
budget agreement, there was more money set aside for State-level 
and UASI grants. I believe that assistance grant-making to State 
and local governments, from my counterterrorism point of view, is 
particularly important as the terrorist threat becomes more dif- 
fused, decentralized, and, in many instances, localized, with the 
self-radicalized individuals we see domestically. 

So I think support for State and local governments is particularly 
important. And I was pleased that in the 2014 budget we have 
more money to work with, and we intend to do so. 

I am aware of the opposition to the consolidation of the grants 
program. I know that this debate has been going on. And I have 
asked the very same questions you have just asked me. 

My understanding is that, with the consolidation of the grants 
programs at the State level, there would be increased efficiencies 
in terms of Federal oversight of how the grant money is spent and 
increased efficiency on the State/local side in terms of oversight for 
how this money, how the grant money is distributed. 

I know that our FEMA leadership — and FEMA administers these 
grants — is a big believer in consolidating the grants program. And 
I have a tremendous amount of respect for Craig Fugate in this re- 
gard, and he believes that we need to do this. He administers this 
program, and I am inclined to defer to his judgment on this. 

I understand the concerns, but, you know, anytime you are en- 
gaged in grant-making, if there is a way to reduce the overhead so 
that the grant money is maximized in terms of getting to its max- 
imum impact, that is a good thing. 
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So that is why we come back at this. I am pleased that this year, 
we offered authorization language to accompany it. But that is my 
best understanding of the reason for the proposal. 

Mr. Price. Just one detailed question about the authorization 
lan^age. You propose authorization to build and sustain core ca- 
pabilities identified in the National Preparedness Goal. Now, I 
know you are maintaining the fire grants and the SAFER grants, 
the personnel grants, as discrete programs. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes. 

Mr. Price. Does this definition, though, include firefighting as 
one of those core capabilities? It is included now, as I understand. 
Is that proposed to be changed? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I have to take that question for the record, 
and I can get back to you in writing, sir 

Mr. Price. All right. 

Secretary JOHNSON [continuing]. If you don’t mind. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Price: Under the National Preparedness Grant Program, would firefighting 
be considered a core capability? 

Response: Under the Administration’s proposed National Preparedness Grant Pro- 
gram (NPGP), the Assistance to Firefighters Grant Program (AFG) is maintained 
as a separate and free standing grant program. The NPGP consolidation does not 
contemplate the absorption of the AFG grant program within its structure. “Fire- 
fighting” does remain a target capability under the National Preparedness Goal 
(pursuant to PPD-8) and the NPGP will support all of the target capabilities. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Chairman Rogers. 

COAST GUARD BUDGET CUTS’ EFFECT ON DRUG INTERDICTION 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Secretary, the country has an opioid problem, 
and that is putting it mildly. Until fairly recently, the abuse of pre- 
scription drug medicine was killing more people than car wrecks — 
opioids, Oxycontin and the like. 

We have made a real dent in that through a concerted action on 
the State, Federal, local levels, and we are making some progress. 
That was what the Centers for Disease Control called a national 
epidemic. And I have been to too many emergency rooms in my dis- 
trict looking at young kids, with parents grieving over the body of 
their son or daughter, 18, 19 years old. But we have made some 
progress on prescription drug abuse. 

But now they are switching to using heroin, an opioid, obviously. 
And the rise in heroin abuse now is what the Attorney General 
yesterday called, quote, “an urgent public health crisis,” end of 
quote. 

We all know that heroin is not made here in the U.S. It has to 
be imported, has to be brought in, either across our borders or 
across our seashores. And yet, to combat this urgent public health 
crisis, in your budget you proposed cutting the Coast Guard dras- 
tically — the one agency that can protect our shorelines against this 
invasion of a health crisis that we are undergoing. 

You have cut over 800 military positions, over 600 selective re- 
serves. You again gut the Fast Response Cutter by funding only 
two, even though the program is on cost and on schedule, des- 
perately needed. And your budget decimates operational flying 
hours by proposing to retire aircraft and, more concerning, pro- 
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posing to cut flying hours for the new HC-144 aircraft by 16 per- 
cent. 

I could go on on your cuts to the Coast Guard vital to our sea- 
shore defense, particularly on drugs. We could talk about the land 
crossings the same way, the reduction in personnel and cuts to the 
land-based law enforcement, ICE investigations. You are proposing 
to reduce the number of average sustained detention beds, for ex- 
ample, from 34,000 to 30,000. Furthermore, ICE’s Homeland Secu- 
rity investigations program decreased nearly $30 million. I could go 
on. 

Is the Attorney General wrong when he said yesterday this is an 
urgent national crisis? Or do you maintain that the Coast Guard 
is not an important factor in fighting that curse? 

Secretary Johnson. I wholeheartedly agree with the Attorney 
General with regard to his comment. 

The short answer to your question is that this budget submission 
reflects hard choices given our fiscally constrained environment in 
which we are operating, pursuant to the Bipartisan Budget Act and 
the top-line limit that we face. 

With regard to the Coast Guard, I am personally committed to 
continuing with our recapitalization effort. My understanding is 
that the Coast Guard has the oldest fleet of vessels of any navy in 
the world. We need to continue our recapitalization effort. 

And I am pleased that we have in our budget submission asked 
for $562 million to fund the National Security Cutter No. 8, which 
is the last one in that production line. I am pleased that we are 
continuing progress toward the selection of a contractor for the Off- 
shore Patrol Cutter, which is the medium-size cutter in the fleet. 
And I am pleased that we have forward progress with regard to the 
FRC [Fast Response Cutter], the smaller cutter. We asked for ap- 
propriations for two versus four or six because we had to make 
some hard choices. 

My observation of Homeland Security investigations is that they 
do a marvelous job in terms of narcotics interdiction. I get daily re- 
ports at their efforts at interdiction at the border of illegal nar- 
cotics. I think they are doing a terrific job, and we need to encour- 
age them to continue to do so. But without a doubt, this budget 
submission reflects some very hard choices. 

Mr. Rogers. Hard choices. You are right, you have to make 
choices; so do we. That is what we are in business for, you and us, 
on budgets, hard choices. 

And while you are cutting the Coast Guard and the other agen- 
cies that fight illegal drug trafficking, you are increasing manage- 
ment, administration. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 13, 
almost 14 percent increase in management and administration, bu- 
reaucrats in Washington. You have cut domestic investigations by 
almost $30 million, and so on. 

So the hard choices — plus, you proposed to increase the amount 
of money to complete the DHS headquarters buildings — D.C., bu- 
reaucrats. St. Elizabeth headquarters, $73 million increase. Hard 
choices. Take it from drug fighting and put it into headquarters. 
To me, that is not a hard choice; that is an easy choice for me to 
make. 
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So I disagree with you on the hard choices, so-called hard 
choices, that you say you have made. Your budget would put Coast 
Guard at a 5-year low in cocaine interdiction — a 5-year low. And 
we all know that cocaine is flooding into our country. 

And so, Mr. Secretary, this is not good news for the home folks. 

FEDERAL AIR MARSHALS PROGRAM 

Mr. Chairman, before I relinquish my time here, let me ask the 
Secretary about the Federal air marshals program. 

I know we can’t talk about that in open court here too much, but 
I would appreciate a report, confidential report, for the record for 
me and for whomever wants it about the operation of the Federal 
air marshals — the number, the effectiveness, the preventions, if 
any, that they may have expedited — and just an analysis of where 
we are with the FAM program and whether or not we need them. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I am happy to provide that 
report to you, with the suitable safeguards that — I know we can 
trust you and your staff with the appropriate safeguards, so I am 
happy to provide that to you. I think that it is something you 
should have if you ask for it. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Rogers: I would appreciate a report, confidential report, for the record for me 
and for whomever wants it about the operation of the Federal air marshals — the 
number, the effectiveness, the preventions, if any, that they may have expedited — 
and just an analysis ofwhere we are with the FAMS and whether or not we need 
them. 

Response: As the material requested contains Sensitive Security Information, it 
will be provided to the Committee under separate cover. 

Mr. Rogers. Anything that spends money we want to know 
about. 

Secretary JOHNSON. I am sorry? 

Mr. Rogers. Any program that spends money we want to know 
about, we are entitled to know about, and demand to know about. 
And so I want a good analysis of the FAMs forthwith, pretty quick, 
before we mark this bill up. 

Secretary JOHNSON. I am not disagreeing with you, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. Ms. Lowey. 

URBAN AREAS SECURITY INITIATIVE 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you again, Mr. Secretary. 

The explanatory statement accompanying the fiscal year 2014 
omnibus included language directing the Department to focus the 
Urban Areas Security Initiative, UASI, on urban areas that are 
subject to the greatest terrorism risk and allocate resources in pro- 
portion to that risk. 

As you know, the purpose of this language was to focus the re- 
sources of the Department and FEMA on those urban areas at the 
highest risk of an event, rather than spread this money around 
from region to region and State to State, rather than put it to good 
use where it matters most. 

How does the Department plan to implement this language for 
the fiscal year 2014 UASI allocation? And when can we expect the 
fiscal year 2014 allocations under the more focused standard? 
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Secretary JOHNSON. I made an initial review of the proposed allo- 
cations last week. I believe we are on track, pursuant to the time- 
table that we hope to adhere to, to get that information out. 

I agree with the statement about how the grant money should 
be prioritized to the communities most at risk. As someone who 
was in Manhattan on 9/11, I appreciate the challenges that we in 
the New York area have, and in other communities. 

So we expect to have that information for fiscal year 2014 out 
very soon. 

I have heard from enough Members of Congress about the UASI 
grants program and how we allocate risk. I think it is incumbent 
upon me as Secretary to make sure that we are allocating this in 
the proper way and that we occasionally reevaluate it to make sure 
we are getting it right. So for fiscal year 2015 I am committed to 
do that, as well. 

DOMESTIC NUCLEAR DETECTION OFFICES’ SECURING THE CITIES 

PROGRAM 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

The budget request would also cut $10 million from the DNDO 
Securing the Cities Program. This program has been invaluable in 
outfitting law enforcement in areas of critical infrastructure in New 
York with radiological and nuclear detection capabilities to iden- 
tify, respond to, and altogether prevent a radiological or nuclear at- 
tack in cities. 

Could you discuss with me what accounts for the proposed reduc- 
tion of $10 million to this program? Has the Department coordi- 
nated with New York City’s new chief of police to ensure that the 
proposed reduction to the Securing the Cities Program would not 
harm the New York Police Department’s detection capabilities? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, I have a pretty good working relation- 
ship with the NYPD and its leadership. I knew Commissioner 
Bratton before I took this job. I have met with him, I think, two 
or three times since. And I have a dialogue with the New York City 
Police Department. 

You are correct that there is, in our submission, $10 million less. 
Again, this reflects hard choices. And I asked specifically about this 
one in particular. And it is my hope and expectation that we can 
leverage this through other means, through other grant programs, 
for New York City and for other communities. That is my hope and 
expectation. But, again, it reflects hard choices. 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY OFFICERS, FEMALE 

Mrs. Lowey. I thank you very much, because I did work closely 
with Commissioner Kelly, and I hope that we will be able to dis- 
cuss this with the new commissioner. 

Lastly, I would just like to discuss some matter of importance re- 
garding TSA. I recently met with transportation security officers 
who relayed that female TSOs are finding it more difficult to be 
promoted because they are held at the passenger checkpoints for 
pat-downs rather than gaining experience at other stations. Ap- 
proximately 33.8 percent of TSOs are women, and as only female 
TSOs are permitted to conduct pat-downs of female travelers, as 
well as being the preferred choice for pat-downs of children and the 
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elderly, the result is that 33 percent of TSOs are responsible for 
over 50 percent of all the pat-downs. 

Having female TSOs conduct pat-downs of female passengers is 
certainly a well-intentioned policy, hut I have heard continuing 
problems about its implementation. Due to the increased demand 
for female TSOs at passenger checkpoints, they tell me they are 
not rotating positions, per TSA policy, because of insufficient num- 
ber of TSOs on duty at passenger checkpoints. The result is that 
female TSOs are not getting the experience in other stations to be 
considered for a promotion and are being denied shift and position 
bids because they are disproportionally kept at the checkpoints. 

In addition to making an effort to hire more female TSOs, could 
you discuss with us what steps should TSA take to ensure that fe- 
male TSOs have equal access to training, shift bids, promotions as 
their male counterparts? 

And the tragic shooting at Los Angeles International Airport last 
year, which resulted in the murder of Gerardo Hernandez, shined 
a bright light on the need for checkpoint security. So if you can tell 
us, what steps is TSA taking to improve checkpoint security? How 
will it train its employees to handle an active shooter event so that 
events like the attack at LAX will not happen again? 

If you could just address briefly those two issues, I would be 
most appreciative. 

Secretary JOHNSON. On the first issue, I had not heard that be- 
fore, but I am not surprised, given the basic statistics. If 33 percent 
of TSOs are women and we want TSOs who are women to conduct 
the pat-downs of women passengers, who are probably about 50 
percent of aviation passengers — and if you add kids, that is in ex- 
cess of 50 percent. And I wouldn’t want to see male officers doing 
that with regard to women. 

That need, therefore — there is a certain logic to your question — 
requires that they be on the front lines of aviation security. I 
wouldn’t want to see that deprive them of promotion opportunities. 
So I will look into that. That is an interesting comment, which I 
had not heard from the women in the force who I have chatted 
with at LAX and Dulles and elsewhere. It doesn’t mean it doesn’t 
exist; they just didn’t raise it to me directly. 

CHECKPOINT SECURITY, IMPROVING 

With regard to LAX, I was there. I spoke with the officers who 
had worked with Officer Hernandez on that day. I asked them 
about their security. I don’t think that the answer is to create a 
security perimeter around a public airport. I think that would cre- 
ate all kinds of backlogs, and I know Administrator Pistole agrees 
with me. 

There is a review that is out that I am due to get soon on pro- 
moting security for our officers. And that is a top priority for me, 
the safeguarding of our men and women. And I look forward to the 
results of that review. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

A point I want to quickly follow up on. Ms. Lowey has quite cor- 
rectly, identified a real problem with the ability of the employees 
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at airports to get access to identification documents, and I hope 
that she will continue to work on that. 

And, Mr. Secretary, I am trained as an attorney as well. I did 
civil defense work in Houston defending businesses, individuals 
that got sued, engineers, professional people, and I see that is your 
background as well, sir, as an attorney. 

Secretary JOHNSON. My last trial was in Houston. 

Mr. Culberson. Was it really? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I won’t tell you the result. 

Mr. Culberson. Well, you were the general counsel, I see, at the 
Department of Defense. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes. 

DETENTION BEDS 

Mr. Culberson. And just as a point of curiosity, do you think 
that the individuals picked up by our soldiers overseas on the bat- 
tlefield that are held at Guantanamo are entitled to constitutional 
protection, equal protection, due process, the protections guaran- 
teed in the Constitution? 

Secretary JOHNSON. That is a very interesting question that we 
wrestled with extensively. I will give you the current state of the 
case law. 

Mr. Culberson. Your opinion. 

Secretary JOHNSON. My opinion, well, as a lawyer and legal advi- 
sor, my opinion is whatever the Supreme Court tells me to think. 
And so the current state of the case law is that with regard to the 
right to habeas, they have that and certain other limited rights. 
There has been no determination by the courts that detainees at 
Guantanamo enjoy the full panoply of constitutional rights. The 
courts have tended to say, we are not there yet, or we don’t have 
to rule on that. And so that is the current state of the case law. 
Mr. Culberson. Right. 

Secretary Johnson. It could go in that direction depending upon 
the particular issue. 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. I was particularly interested in what 
you as the general counsel of the Department of Defense that you 
had been involved in advocating for a different result. 

Secretary Johnson. I agree with the comment made earlier, 
which is I am not in the business of enforcing the law as I wish 
it existed. I do my best job of enforcing the law as I believe it cur- 
rently exists. 

Mr. Culberson. There you go. So as a good lawyer, when the 
law says “shall,” shall means shall. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Generally, that is true, yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. And since 2002 this committee has had in stat- 
ute a provision that Chairman Carter, with the strong support of 
Chairman Rogers, and the final bill that the President just signed, 
provides — this is in H.R. 3547 — that funding made available under 
this bill shall maintain a level of not less than 34,000 detention 
beds. And you are quite correct, you are, as the secretary, have 
sworn an oath to uphold and defend the Constitution, the laws of 
the United States, you can’t deal with the law as you wish it would 
be, you are dealing with the law as it is. 
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So therefore, if you could, sir, what possible justification is there 
for the Department of Homeland Security to refuse to obey that 
law? And why would you request a cut to detention beds by 10 per- 
cent? But first of all, what is your legal justification for ignoring 
that law, and not complying with that “shall”? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I dealt with similar provisions when I was 
the lawyer for the Department of Defense, and the Department of 
the Air Force when I was general counsel there. I believe that in 
the executive branch, when we have a legal obligation to make a 
budget submission to Congress, we owe the Congress our best ef- 
fort at what we think the budget priorities should be. 

Mr. Culberson. Recommendation. 

Secretary JOHNSON. As a recommendation. And it is your prerog- 
ative to agree with it or disagree with it. And I am sure that the 
Congress will do so in this instance as well. 

But with regard to that particular provision, we believe we owe 
you our candor and our best effort 

Mr. Culberson. Certainly. 

Secretary JOHNSON [continuing]. At what we believe is the appro- 
priate level for detention beds given our current demands. And so 
that is what you have from the administration. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. But you are not filling all those beds 
today? That is my concern. 

Secretary JOHNSON. We are not filling all those beds today. 

Mr. Culberson. That is my concern. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, actually today, I believe, we are some- 
where just shy of that, shy of 34,000, based on our best judgment 
about who should be detained and who can be bonded or paroled. 

Mr. Culberson. But the law is mandatory, you agree, nondis- 
cretionary, mandatory, shall. 

Secretary Johnson. The clause reads as it reads. We have given 
you our best submission based on our honest assessment of what 
we think we need. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. You, I am confident, can detect from the 
committee all of us on this committee are committed to enforcing 
the law as it is written. And my good friend Henry Cuellar, who 
I had the pleasure of serving with in the Texas House, one of my 
nearest and dearest friends, his constituents, who live there right 
on the river, there is no one more committed to enforce the law 
than Henry’s constituents, because those poor folks are on the front 
line. I mean, they deal with it every day. And they want safe 
streets and good schools and a strong economy. 

Laredo is the largest inland port in the United States, I think, 
Henry, and a beautiful city. I used to be able as a kid to go to 
Nuevo Laredo. You can’t go there anymore. It is like a ghost town. 

It is critical, and I hope you detected it from all the questions 
that you have seen in this hearing, that you enforce the law as it 
is written. It is not, as you said, what you would like the law to 
be. You are following the law as the Supreme Court gave it to you, 
but you are also following the law as given to you by the United 
States Congress. 

And this is not optional. It is not discretionary. There is no pros- 
ecutorial discretion on the part of a police officer or your detention 
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folks as to whether or not you are going to fill 34,000 beds. You 
shall fill 34,000 beds. 

Would you, if you could, please take that message back to the 
agency? And I know that the chairman and all the subcommittee 
members will be keenly interested in helping you obey the law as 
it is written. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Mr. Secretary, I just want to comment on 
that, on the bed mandate. As the law is written and is being inter- 
preted by my colleagues in saying that you must fill 34,000 beds, 
what that does is, if I am correct, takes away the discretion of pro- 
fessional ICE personnel who may determine that someone who is 
arrested, could be an elderly person, whoever that happens to be, 
that you would not be allowed to use that discretion and put them 
in an alternative means of detention because of health or for other 
reasons if those 34,000 beds were not filled. You would be in a posi- 
tion of having to fill those beds every night whether or not you be- 
lieved a certain number of the people that were arrested could be 
put into an alternative situation. 

Is that how, I mean, the law is being interpreted by my col- 
leagues, that those 34,000 beds have to be filled regardless of the 
merits, of the need, of the conditions of that person, and that the 
discretion is taken away from ICE professionals if that 34,000 
number of beds isn’t filled? I am just trying to understand the logic 
in how this law applies here, because it is very, very costly to have 
people in detention, $125 a night as opposed to, I forget what the 
figure is, something like 30 cents per day to put them in alter- 
native measures. 

So could you explain to me 

Secretary Johnson. Well, I don’t have the statute in front of me. 
I have no doubt it says the word “shall” in it. And I don’t know 
that the interpretation here — and feel free to disagree with me — 
is that we must maintain 34,000 detainees at any one time. It is 
that we must maintain the capability for 34,000 detainees. But, 
Congressman, you will correct me if I am wrong. 

Mr. Culberson. It is just real simple, straightforward. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Okay. 

I mean, the other comment 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. So the capability is one thing, but if it is 
that you must fill them, that means that there is no discretion, 
those beds have to be filled every night regardless of who it is that 
you are arresting, whether it is elderly or otherwise. That is what 
I am asking for clarification on. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, the statute says, the language says, 
funding made available under this heading shall maintain a level 
of not less than 34,000 detention beds through September 30, 2014. 
So reading that, I would interpret that to mean that we have to 
maintain 34,000 detention beds. Some of those beds might be 
empty at any given time. But we have to maintain 34,000 deten- 
tion beds. 

We believe that is not the best and highest use of our resources, 
given our current estimates of who we need to detain, who we re- 
gard as public safety, national security, border security threats. 
Our best estimate is that the number is something south of 34,000, 
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particularly when we have what we think is a pretty good alter- 
natives-to-detention program that we have also asked for funding 
for. So we have asked for something around 30.6 thousand to de- 
tain whom we believe needs to be detained. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. So your interpretation then is dif- 
ferent than previous interpretations. Those beds do not have to be 
filled, they have to be available, and the discretion as to whether 
or not to detain someone or put them into an alternative situation 
remains at the discretion of the ICE professional? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, I am reading the statute, and 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. The reason I am asking is because I think 
there is a little bit of a disagreement between us. 

Secretary JOHNSON. The lawmakers here can correct me if I am 
wrong in my interpretation of the statute. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. 

Do I have time for another question. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Chairman, may I make a comment, please? 

Mr. Carter. Yes, you may. 

Secretary JOHNSON. When I was general counsel of the Air Force 
we used to get language every year, not exactly like this, that said 
you shall budget for 94 B-52s. And it wasn’t just you shall have 
94 B-52s, you shall submit to me a budget for 94 B-52s. And the 
chief of staff of the Air Force would have this conversation with me 
every year, do I have to really submit a budget for 94, because I 
think I only need 76? And I said to him, well, I think you owe it 
to Congress the candor to tell them you think you only need 76. 
They would disagree with you evep^ year and you would get 94. 

But as part of that process, which we are engaged in right now, 
I think we owe it to you our best estimates of what we need and 
how we think we should spend the money. It is your prerogative 
to disagree. 

Mr. Carter. And if the gentlelady would yield, I think she has 
about 30 seconds, can I make a comment? Would you yield? 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Yes, I will. 

Mr. Carter. I agree that you have to have available 34,000 beds 
under this law. You don’t have to have anybody sleeping in them 
every night, but they have to be made available. I think that is 
what this says. And we give a dollar amount in there for how much 
we will pay to maintain those things. I think that is a call of the 
detention folks. 

Now, the concern I have about reducing that number is that, 
from my experience as having one of the bad jobs I had when I was 
a judge, was keeping our jail overflow from killing us. And when 
you run out of space, the space you have to hire to meet a crisis 
is about five times or more expensive than the space that you 
maintain. And I think the numbers track that we have been closer 
to 34,000 than any other number most of all the year, and it is not 
because we are filling beds with people that don’t need to be there. 
It is because the need actually is there. 

But we will see. We will find that out as we investigate this. 

I yield back. I believe your time is up. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Yes. 

Mr. Carter. Who is next? 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen. Mr. Chairman, I was late, and I think 
might be, if I may, yield to those who were here earlier and more 
promptly. I was here early, but if that is all right with you. 

Mr. Carter. That is fine. 

Mr. Dent. 


SCREENING PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Secretary, as you know, the Screening Partnership Program, 
or SPP, allows airports to apply for private screeners rather than 
the Federal screeners. Administrator Pistole is on the record oppos- 
ing the SPP concept, and to date I believe 14 airports actively par- 
ticipate in the SPP program. Again this year the TSA budget pro- 
poses to cut funding for the Screening Partnership Program. So I 
have a few questions I would like to have you address, if you could. 

First, what level of oversight is DHS conducting to ensure that 
the cost comparison process being conducted by TSA is accurate 
and has DHS validated TSA’s cost comparison process? 

Secretary JOHNSON. The level of oversight with regard — I am 
sorry, should I go now, or 

Mr. Dent. Yes. Go right ahead. 

Secretary Johnson. Okay. The level of oversight that we are pro- 
viding to the components with regard to programs like that one is, 
I would say, in transition. We are conducting a top-down effi- 
ciencies review, including creating a new budget process and the 
like, that I hope will lead to greater efficiencies and weeding out 
inefficiencies with regard to that particular program. 

Mr. Dent. Okay. And second, is DHS satisfied with the amount 
of time it takes TSA to award an SPP contract and to transition 
that airport once an application has been approved? 

Secretary JOHNSON. For what program? I am sorry. 

Mr. Dent. The same program, the Screening Partnership, SPP. 

Secretary JOHNSON. I am sure there is room for improvement, 
sir. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. 

And the third point I want to make on this, TSA bases its Fed- 
eral cost estimate on TSA’s starting wages rather than the actual 
wages being paid by the TSA, preventing bidders from meeting the 
parameters of the bid without paying incumbent employees at TSA 
starting salary, rather than their current wages. 

Mr. Secretary, Chairman Carter and I agree that in this budg- 
etary environment cost efficiency is absolutely critical. But has 
TSA set the bar unduly high for private screeners to compete with 
federalized screening? 

Secretary JOHNSON. That is a good question. I would like to take 
that one for the record, if I may, so I can give you a full answer. 

Mr. Dent. Sure, not a problem. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Dent: Has TSA set the salary bar too high for private screeners to compete 
with federalized screening? 

Response: No. The Aviation Transportation Security Act requires that private con- 
tractors provide wages and benefits to contract screeners at least at the level or 
wages and benefits of federal screener personnel. Approximately 90 percent of the 
estimate is attributed to salary cost and the Transportation Security Administration 
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makes public its estimated cost of operations to prospective bidders when it issues 
a Request for Proposals. The Transportation Security Administration has held in- 
dustry briefs and congressional staff briefs on the details of its cost estimating 
methodology concerning salaries and is confident in its estimates. The Transpor- 
tation Security Administration uses actual salary and benefit data in developing the 
federal cost estimate for salaries at the specific airport where the screening oper- 
ations are conducted by a federal workforce. For example, if the minimum salary 
and benefits for a D Band Transportation Security Officer at a given airport was 
$31,000, but the Transportation Security Administration paid the average D Band 
officer at that airport $32,000, it would use $32,000 in developing the Transpor- 
tation Security Administration’s cost estimate. However, a prospective private sector 
contractor could pay a contract screener filling such a position an amount down to 
the minimum in the example, $31,000. 

PERSONNEL SCREENING PROGRAMS 

Mr. Dent. And then I want to quickly move to the Personnel 
Surety Program, Mr. Secretary. Given that there are individuals 
who are being vetted for security clearance for DHS programs simi- 
lar to the Personnel Surety Program, or PSP, under CFATS, why 
should people have to go through that same process twice? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I believe that we are looking for ways to con- 
solidate our screening programs. This is an issue that has been 
raised to me, and I believe we are looking for ways to consolidate 
our programs. 

Mr. Dent. I appreciate your help with us on that, because at one 
point in this deliberation over the development of the PSP consid- 
eration was being given to the use of the TWIG card by individuals 
for vetting. Is this still on the table, TWIG? I mean, many people 
have come to me and said they thought 

Secretary Johnson. Yes, it is. I believe TWIG (transportation 
worker identification card) is an important program. My under- 
standing is that we are on track to be in a position to mail to peo- 
ple their TWIGs and get to the one-stop system where you only 
have to go once to get your card and then you get it mailed to you. 

Mr. Dent. Right. Well, my staff and I would love to work with 
your folks on that issue. 

Secretary JOHNSON. I would be happy to work with you on that. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. 

Secretary JOHNSON. I would note that I personally have to go to 
the DMV (Department of Motor Vehicles) to get my new license 
plate. 

Mr. Dent. And I have to yield back my time. I just want to say 
I have a question I will submit for the record at some point with 
respect to the motor coach industry and intercity passenger trans- 
portation. 

Thank you. And I will yield back. 

Mr. Garter. Mr. Guellar. 

counterterrorism: performance measures 

Mr. Guellar. Mr. Ghairman, thank you so much. 

Mr. Secretary, it is good seeing you again. 

What I want to do is focus on performance. This last omnibus ap- 
propriation bill we added some language that applies to all agency 
heads, including yourself, that says that as you prepare your fund- 
ing requests as part of the President’s annual budget and in con- 
sultation with the GAO, you should directly link your performance 
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plan under the GPRA tied into that performance measures, and in 
there you have got to show that those performance measures, that 
we give you $1, what do we get for that bang for $1. Then it goes 
on, and particular performance measures should examine outcome 
measures, output, everything as defined under GPRA. 

One of the things that I would ask you to do is, when we were 
looking at the Performance.gov and looked at your performance 
goals — and there is a handout. Members, if you will look at the 
handouts that we handed out — and I think we gave you a copy 
also, Mr. Secretary — I would ask you to look at, for example, your 
budget last year was, at least the general purpose discretionary, 
was $39.2 billion. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Cuellar. How much money do you think out of that is used 
to prevent terrorism, which is your number one goal, preventing 
terrorism, roughly, just a rough estimate? 

Secretary Johnson. There is probably a number that we at- 
tribute out of that 39.2 to counterterrorism someplace. It depends, 
obviously, on what aspects of our mission you consider could be po- 
tentially counterterrorism, what aspect of the Secret Service’s 
budget goes to counterterrorism. But I suspect there is a number 
assigned to that and I just don’t have it offhand. 

Mr. Cuellar. If you can get that to us later on, just roughly. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Cuellar: How much of the $39.2B in FY 14 was used for preventing ter- 
rorism? 

Response: The Department expects to devote approximately $8.7 hillion of the FY 
2014 net discretionary appropriation to programs and activities devoted to pre- 
venting terrorism. 

Mr. Cuellar. But I would venture to say it is billions and bil- 
lions of dollars that we put in terrorism. Is that correct? 

Secretary JOHNSON. That is probably correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuellar. Okay. And then your number one goal — you set 
different goals, and I am just taking everything you have in Per- 
formance. gov — your number one goal is to prevent terrorism. And 
then there are measures tied into that, Mr. Secretary. 

Now, would you venture to say — and I am looking at. Members, 
I would ask you to take a look at this — if we spend billions of dol- 
lars and your number one goal, your number one goal, your first 
performance measure is the percentage of intelligence report rated 
satisfactory or higher and customer feedback that enable customers 
to understand the threat. 

And then you go on, the second one, the percentage of intel- 
ligence report rated satisfactory or higher in customer feedback 
that enable customers to anticipate emerging threats. And I think 
you retired that performance measures and then you go into some 
other ones. 

Now, would you say that for members of the Appropriation, that 
if we appropriate billions of dollars, that the number one measure 
you should have is how satisfied are those people that get those in- 
telligence reports? Is that what we should be measuring? Again, I 
took everything out of Performance.gov, and I assume all of that 
is correct. 
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Secretary Johnson. The way your question is stated, I would 
have to say no. 

Mr. Cuellar. Okay. And then I would venture to say, I mean, 
I would ask you to go back with your folks and look at this lan- 
guage that we added to the omnibus bill and ask you to look at 
what outcomes. Because I think the outcome we ought to be look- 
ing after we put billions of dollars should be numbers of terrorist 
acts committed in the United States should be zero. I mean, I think 
that is the result or the impact that we are looking at. 

I would ask you to look at that because you all are looking at 
activities, and again, I would ask your staff to look at the definition 
of what an outcome measure is, which is results or impact, what 
output is, and all of that. I would also ask you, I don’t have this, 
but if you look at one of the things that I am very familiar with 
since I breathe the air and drink the water in the Rio Grande, and 
I live there, on securing the land ports, for example, I mean, I 
think we should have much better measures than what you have 
here. 

So again, I would ask you to just look at that, work with us, 
work with GAO. 

And, Members, I would ask you to take a look at that. 

Mr. Chairman, you are familiar with what we did in Texas with 
the state legislature. We have different measures. And again, we 
would love to sit down and look at this, because we are just meas- 
uring activity. After billions and billions of dollars for your number 
one goal and the number one measure is, are you happy with the 
report we gave you? I think we can do better than that. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield back the balance of my 
time. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Cuellar. 

Mr. Fleischmann. 

AIRPORT WAIT TIMES, DECREASING 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Secretary, as you know, customs processing in our nation’s 
busiest airports during peak travel times remains a problem. This 
deters international tourism to the United States, costing our econ- 
omy billions of dollars annually. As you are aware, the fiscal year 
2014 omnibus appropriations bill included funding for an addi- 
tional 2,000 CBP officers. 

What is your plan for mitigating and eliminating excessive cus- 
toms and immigration wait times at our nation’s airports? And spe- 
cifically, approximately how many of the 2,000 additional CBP offi- 
cers do you plan to deploy at our airports? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Congressman, I agree with much of the 
premise in your question. I agree that one of my missions as Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security is promoting and expediting lawful 
travel and trade. So wait times at airports is a big issue. I will ob- 
serve that, in a lot of major airports, wait times can spike up and 
down depending on time of day, because very often international 
flights come in all at once. I have seen this myself I am sure you 
have experienced the same thing. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Yes. 
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Secretary JOHNSON. You are correct that in the fiscal year 2014 
budget, we have 2,000 additional CBP officers, many of whom will 
be devoted to airports and lessening wait times at airports. We 
have made some preliminary estimates of where those officers 
should go, but it is still a work in progress. We haven’t finalized 
it yet. We want to make sure we are making the best allocation of 
that. But an important goal is reducing wait times, facilitating law- 
ful travel. And I think we will be able to accomplish that with the 
additional resources that you have given us. 

AIR CARGO ADVANCED SCREENING PROGRAM 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you. 

An additional question. Mr. Secretary, since the attempted bomb 
plot with cargo coming out of Yemen in 2010, CBP and TSA have 
worked closely together, and with industry, to create the Air Cargo 
Advanced Screening pilot program. It is my understanding that a 
draft rule to convert this pilot program into a mandatory program 
has been in discussion for over a year. Can you provide any up- 
dates on when we can expect to see a published notice of proposed 
rulemaking please, sir. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Not specifically. I am happy to take that 
question for the record and get back to you. I agree with you that 
port security and port screening of inbound cargo should be a top 
priority. It is certainly a top priority of mine, as the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, for the very reasons you have cited. But I will 
get back to you on the timing on the report. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Fleischmann: When can we expect to see a published Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (on the Air Cargo Advanced Screening Pilot Program)? 

Response: A rough estimate for publication of the Air Cargo Advanced Screening 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking is 19 months. We estimate that it will take about 
10 months to get this document out of CBP (this includes continued analysis of the 
pilot, drafting the proposed rulemaking, preparation and review of economic impact 
analysis, and CBP review). We estimate that it will then take another 9 months to 
complete the DHS and 0MB review process and rollout. CBP (OFO) has been co- 
ordinating with TSA on this project. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Yes, sir. And as a follow-up, assuming this 
rule does get published and goes into effect in the near future, does 
DHS have sufficient funds to staff the National Targeting Center 
that analyzes and targets these international inbound cargo ships 
based on risk? 

Secretary Johnson. I will have to get back to you on that, on 
whether we do. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Fleischmann: Does DHS have sufficient funds to staff the National Targeting 
Center, if the draft rule does go into effect? 

Response: Cost estimates associated with the implementation of the rule are being 
developed. As CBP is defining the scope of the rule we will be in a better position 
to develop solid cost estimates. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Mr. Chairman, I am going to yield back. I 
have some more questions for later. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

CYBERSECURITY 


Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, it is a pleasure to welcome a fellow northern New 
Jersey resident before our committee. We share a common experi- 
ence having lived the New York/New Jersey region, remembering 
quite acutely September 11, 2001. And I know in your testimony 
before the authorizers you sort of expressed some very heartfelt 
views as to why this new assignment is so important to you. 

Part of your new assignment, I guess this is a presidential direc- 
tive, is to focus on the whole issue of cybersecurity. I note that in 
your written statement here, in the 2015 budget, you have $1.27 
billion for Department of Homeland cybersecurity activities. Can 
you talk a little bit about those, what your priorities are for the use 
of these dollars? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes. I am determined to advance the ball on 
cybersecurity. DHS is the coordinator of the Federal Government’s 
efforts in this regard. I am very aware of the cybersecurity threat 
that this Nation faces on the basis of my experience in national se- 
curity, and I think we have got to do a better job. I think this sub- 
ject matter in general is, because of the terms we use, impenetrable 
for a lot of people. And so one of my missions is to state the threat 
more clearly, in plain terms, so that the average American under- 
stands that this has to be a top priority. 

The $1.2 billion is across DHS, so that covers not just NPPD [Na- 
tional Protection and Programs Directorate], our national direc- 
torate, which has the core mission, but it also includes the compo- 
nents. So, for example, the Secret Service is the lead investigator 
in the Target store issue with the credit cards at Target. That is 
also cybersecurity. And so across DHS in its entirety there are a 
number of components invested in cybersecurity, which is how you 
get to that number. 

A large part of that number is the EINSTEIN System, where we 
protect the dot-gov world, which is about ready to deploy. I believe 
the request includes about $375 million for that, as well as re- 
sponse in the private sector and diagnostics, rapid response. 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. Can you talk a little about the private sec- 
tor with all of the things that are happening out there? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes. 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. Issues of privacy. Certain carriers I think 
in many ways doing some courageous things. Where do you sort of 
stand? You have to penetrate, using your own terms 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes, you do. 

Mr. Erelinghuysen [continuing]. And educate the public, but in 
many ways we need working relationships with these entities here, 
some of whom have rightly grown suspicious and others of whom 
have been participants, perhaps not too willing. How do you handle 
yourself and your Department in terms of your work in this area, 
and how it is going? 

Secretary Johnson. The best we can do, I think the biggest thing 
we can achieve on behalf of the American public is building rela- 
tionships, raising the trust with the private sector, with private 
business, with the average American, interfacing with best prac- 
tices and the like. And we are doing that. I am personally com- 
mitted to that. I am engaging with business leaders myself to talk 
to them about this problem and lowering some of the barriers. 
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I agree that, with some of the unauthorized disclosures last year, 
there has been a lot of suspicion raised about our government’s na- 
tional security surveillance practices and a lot of public confusion 
about what we are doing and not doing, and we have got to restore 
some of that trust. So that is a big personal priority of mine. 

There have been efforts in this Congress at cybersecurity legisla- 
tion, which I by and large support. I outlined in a speech a couple 
of weeks ago what I think our goals should be. I am glad to know 
that our authorizing committees are taking a renewed interest, be- 
cause cybersecurity legislation will help to clarify for the private 
sector what we can do in support of its efforts and raise the trust 
factor. 

So I would like to work with the Congress on cybersecurity legis- 
lation to try to get us in a better place. But best practices, informa- 
tion sharing, rapid response, diagnostics, I think those are the keys 
with the private sector. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Kingston. 

CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION OFFICERS 

Mr. Kingston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, could you give me the breakdown of those 2,000 
Custom and Border Patrol officers by location. 

Secretary JOHNSON. We are in the process of doing that right 
now, sir. 

Mr. Kingston. All right. Not to be unfriendly here, but how 
could you ask for 2,000 if you don’t know where you are going to 
put them? 

Secretary JOHNSON. It is an overall assessment of what we need. 

Mr. Kingston. But where did that come from? Why 2,000? Why 
not 1,753 or 2,162? How did you come up with 2,000? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, first of all, I wasn’t 

Mr. Kingston. You inherited it. I understand. 

Secretary JOHNSON. I am responsible for it, obviously. My sense 
is that we are able to make an overall estimate based on where we 
know we have a need nationwide to get to that number. 

PRECLEARANCE OFFICES 

Mr. Kingston. Okay. So it would be domestic then. You are say- 
ing nationwide. So they would be not overseas in preclearance of- 
fices, is that correct? 

Secretary JOHNSON. By and large, but some are and should be, 
in my judgment, devoted to preclearance overseas. I think that is 
very important. 

Mr. Kingston. How big do you think that number is? 

Secretary Johnson. Offhand, I don’t know. We just opened a 
preclearance capability, as I am sure you know, in Abu Dhabi, and 
I think we need to continue to work in that direction. 

Mr. Kingston. So how many preclearance offices would we have 
in the Middle East? 

Secretary JOHNSON. We would like to have more. It depends 
upon an assessment of the security at each airport. And this is not 
something that will occur overnight, but I believe it is the general 
direction we should work in. 



44 


Mr. Kingston. Where are the non-Middle East preclearance of- 
fices? 

Secretary JOHNSON. You mean airports? 

Mr. Kingston. Yes. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Doha comes to mind, for example. 

Mr. Kingston. No, non-Middle East. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Oh, non-Middle East. In Europe. 

Mr. Kingston. Are we not worried about placing so many in the 
Middle East? 

Secretary Johnson. The level of security at last-points-of-depar- 
ture airports tends to vary. Some are better than others. So I think 
we need to focus our preclearance resources in the airports that 
need a little more help and where the host government is willing 
to support us. So, for example, what we hope to have is a situation 
where the host nation, the host government will support our efforts 
and help pay for it. But it depends on the ability to work out an 
arrangement with the host government. 

AVIATION FEES 

Mr. Kingston. And you proposed a fee for this, correct, to pay 
for this? 

Secretary JOHNSON. We propose that GBP, our customs efforts be 
funded in part — well, this is largely TSA [Transportation Security 
Administration] — through the increases. That is correct. 

Mr. Kingston. And the fees would go on an airline ticket, or 
where do the fees go? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, if you are talking about TSA, there is 
a fee that we propose that would be paid by the airline, and then 
there is the 9/11 security fee, and I think I am getting the termi- 
nology a little bit wrong, that is paid by the passenger who flies 
and who passes through TSA. 

Mr. Kingston. I think if I could get from you the breakdown of 
the 2,000, where they would go, and why, and the breakdown of 
the amount of money generated by the fees, and if that fee covers 
it, or if you are talking about fees partially covering it, and then 
how much money is already generated through other fees. I think 
that would be of interest. And I would also like to know what kind 
of congestion decrease there would be because of this. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, the allocation of the additional officers, 
my understanding, is still a work in progress, but we are almost 
done. The fees that I referred to a moment ago would go to helping 
to support TSA, not CBP. So the aviation infrastructure fee and the 
security fee would help to sustain TSA. Preclearance is a CBP func- 
tion. 

Mr. Kingston. Okay. Well, thank you, Mr. Secretary, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Cuellar. Mr. Chairman, could I, just to make sure I under- 
stand the final question? When you said Border Patrol, you mean 
CBP, the men and women in blue. The men and women in green 
is Border Patrol. The men and women in blue is CBP officers. I just 
want to make sure. 

Mr. Kingston. I am talking about CBP. 

Mr. Cuellar. Okay, the men and women in blue, okay. 
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Mr. Carter. Mr. Kingston, just for clarification, the Abu Dhabi 
preclearance facility is the only one anywhere in the Middle East. 
In Europe it is Dublin, Ireland — no. Shannon, Ireland. Shannon in 
Ireland, and then Canada, and some of the islands. But there are 
no others over on the European side except Shannon, is that cor- 
rect? And the fee that they are talking about, the immigration user 
fee, on the Abu Dhabi issue, that is a fee that has been in effect 
since 1980. Now they are asking for an increase in that fee. 

Mr. Kingston. That is what I mean, the increase in fee. 

Mr. Carter. That has been a longtime established fee, just to 
clarify it. 

Mr. Kingston. Yes, sir, I know about the fee, but as I under- 
stand there is an additional fee that is being proposed. 

Mr. Carter. They are asking for an increase in that fee. 

Mr. Kingston. And do we know what that additional fee is? 

Secretary JOHNSON. It is to finance TSA. 

Mr. Kingston. But do we know what the fee is and how much 
it generates? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Well, the aviation security fee 

Mr. Carter. Yeah, we know what they are, and we do know the 
increases. We have already explained to them we are not real ex- 
cited about fees. These are not authorized. One of them is an au- 
thorized fee, immigration, but they all require authorization. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Correct. 

Mr. Kingston. Thank you. 

LATE REPORTS 

Mr. Carter. You know, I talked earlier about the reports that 
we are supposed to get. There is about 20 of them. One of them, 
Mr. Secretary, is for the Coast Guard Capital Investment Plan or 
the Department’s comprehensive acquisition status report. We 
don’t have that. I am not trying to gotcha, but I would like to know 
when you are going to get that to us, because I have got a hearing 
tomorrow. 

Secretary Johnson. I have directed my staff to give you what we 
owe you and not delay. I think Congress should have what you 
need to help me. 

Mr. Carter. I ask that question strictly to make the point 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes. 

Mr. Carter [continuing]. That it is helpful to have that kind of 
information as we go into a hearing. It saves time. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Understood. 

Mr. Carter. It makes for more accurate questions. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Understood. 

BUDGET PROCESS REFORM 

Mr. Carter. Going on to something else which you and I talked 
about when we first met. Mr. Secretary, we all note with interest 
the section of your testimony stating the need to reform the De- 
partment, namely, budget reform. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Carter. First, I would like your opinion why you believe 
DHS’ budget process needs reforming. Explain more in detail 
where you intend to start. I think that is very important. I, too. 
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have an interest, as does Mr. Price, in this subject. We think we 
can always do better. And so I look forward to working with you 
on this. So I would love to have your information, and what your 
vision is, maybe for the benefit of the rest of the committee. 

Secretary Johnson. My impression is that the DHS budget proc- 
ess is too stovepiped. It is developed at the component level. We get 
the components’ budget request and we react to that at the DHS 
level. We give it to 0MB, and 0MB gives it to you. And there are 
certain respects in which DOD cannot be a model for DHS. 

But I think we ought to start with defining what our overall mis- 
sion is with regard to counterterrorism, border security, aviation 
security, maritime security. Define your mission at the DHS level, 
early in the process. And once you have defined the mission, you 
figure out the resources you need to fulfill a mission, and then you 
expect the components to meet those resource needs, paying atten- 
tion to potential overlaps, gaps, inefficiencies. 

So I know from personal experience if you plan at the Depart- 
ment of Defense to have the capability to fight two major conflicts 
at once around the world, that is done at the Joint Staff level. You 
don’t ask the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps to develop their 
own sense of what they need themselves, and then you react to 
that. So I think that we need to have a more centralized, mission- 
focused budget process that starts earlier in the budget cycle, that 
originates at the DHS level, and we are building that process now. 

And I want to work with the committee and get your advice on 
this as well, Mr. Chairman, because I do think that we can identify 
better efficiencies and inefficiencies if we do this. 

Mr. Carter. Well, I look forward to working with you on that be- 
cause I have a real interest in that. You know, to be trite, we are 
the Congress and we are here to help. But seriously, we do want 
to work with you on it. We need to Imow what your needs are to 
help do this. And I think there is an interest among all of the mem- 
bers of this Committee, we have an interest in this. 

I will yield back my time. 

Mr. Price. 


IMMIGRATION: REFORM 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, as I said when we started, you have a tough job, 
and I would say that one of the toughest challenges is immigration 
enforcement. And it is tough because there is a significant amount 
of disagreement on this issue among the American people, and it 
is really one of the few issues where the members of this sub- 
committee don’t regularly see eye to eye. I mean, we do have dif- 
ferences on this. And if you think it is bad on the subcommittee, 
wait until we get to the House floor. That is where we really see 
some of the differences emerge. 

So this discussion here today, we have focused on the detention 
bed mandate. I think that a mandate of this sort is very unwise. 
I have made this very clear. It conceivably forces ICE to detain in- 
dividuals, at a significant cost to the taxpayer, who don’t otherwise 
meet the criteria for detention. 

And then there is the question about the enforcement of immi- 
gration law, deportation. How do you prioritize, as any prosecu- 
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torial office would have to do, how do you prioritize your cases, 
your most dangerous individuals to focus on, and make the hest 
use of limited resources? 

I would like to just invite you to reflect on this. How much, if 
at all, these dilemmas might be made more tractable, more resolv- 
able if we had better data, more comprehensive information. We 
are working, as you know, at the staff level on this right now to 
get more detailed data on exactly how detention is working and 
how deportation is working, how we are enforcing immigration law. 
I don’t think the best data in the world will bring us perfect con- 
sensus. 

On the other hand, we do find ourselves wondering. The example 
that Ms. Roybal-Allard brought up, how typical is that? I mean, is 
that really what we are dealing with in substantial numbers in 
terms of these specific decisions that are made on detention? 

I certainly wonder about deportation. We all hear about the anec- 
dotes, about people who should have been deported who weren’t, 
and even more, those who probably shouldn’t have been prioritized 
who were, families that were broken up unnecessarily, the situa- 
tion with these. I mean, some people go so far as to suggest, I don’t 
think anybody on this subcommittee, but some of our colleagues go 
so far as to suggest there is really no difference, shouldn’t be any 
difference between a DREAM Act student and a hardened criminal; 
that if you give priority to the latter, then that really is declaring 
amnesty. I mean, that is absurd, obviously. But there still are im- 
portant differences. 

And here, too, we are not exactly certain what we are dealing 
with. The Department has data that suggests there has been an in- 
creasingly sharp focus on dangerous people for deportation, but we 
all know that that case is something less than airtight, and the re- 
ality is somewhat messy, and probably we would be better served 
by more precise data and more precise information about exactly 
what we are dealing with. 

I guess I am just asking you to reflect on that. How much would 
better data help you? I certainly think it would help us. And we 
might see disagreement narrowed if we knew exactly what we were 
dealing with here. So I do want to ask for your help in getting bet- 
ter information on this area, and particularly in this area of pros- 
ecutorial discretion, or the analogy to prosecutorial discretion in 
terms of the enforcement, the deportation decisions you are mak- 
ing, the decision about whom to go after, what you think improved 
data is going to show us in terms of how far you have come and 
how far you still need to go. 

Secretary Johnson. Mr. Price, I agree that informed judgment is 
always better than uninformed judgment. I would rather arm you 
with information so that we can have an informed discussion about 
the correct approach to immigration reform. As the immigration re- 
form debate advances, I have had a number of Members of Con- 
gress, House and Senate, express similar sentiment to me, and I 
am committed to giving you the information you need. I had this 
discussion of a similar nature as recently as earlier today with 
some Members of the Senate. 

So if there is a specific request that this committee has with re- 
gard to data, with removals, priorities, I am happy to consider it. 
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and I have pledged numbers of times to be transparent with the 
Congress on issues of this nature. Sometimes we have certain law 
enforcement sensitivity, so I might ask you to accept the informa- 
tion with certain protections and the like. But in general I agree 
with the need to provide the Congress with information of this type 
so that we can all make informed judgments. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Culberson. 

DETENTION BEDS, REMOVALS 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

To follow up on the subject we have all been keenly interested 
in, of course, is the number of detention beds and the folks that 
you have here in the country that are not legally present. In 2013, 
Mr. Secretary, ICE deported 368,644 convicted criminals and non- 
criminal immigration violators, all of whom met the definition of 
mandatory detentions. You have got a tremendous number of peo- 
ple here in the country who were — I was just looking for that num- 
ber — folks who have, for example, that have been accorded due 
process, people who had entered the country illegally. They ex- 
hausted their appeal, they received a final order of removal, but 
they remain in the country in defiance of that order. At the end 
of July 2013, there were 872,000 individuals on ICE’s docket in 
that category. They have gone through the whole process and they 
have been ordered removed, and the vast majority of those have 
just simply disappeared. 

So in light of that, what are the assumptions that you are mak- 
ing that would justify the agency recommending that you only need 
30,539 detention beds since you obviously have plenty of cus- 
tomers? 

Secretary Johnson. A couple of comments. Obviously, not every- 
one among the 368,000 who were removed in fiscal year 2013 had 
been held in detention for the entire time they were in the United 
States. A large part of that population was at liberty for some pe- 
riod of time, and then they were subject to our process and they 
were removed. 

The other point I would make is that a very large fraction, I 
don’t know the number offhand, but a very large fraction of that 
368,000 are basically border removals where they are apprehended 
in or around the border. 

Mr. Culberson. And the Border Patrol just takes care of it. 

Secretary Johnson. And they are given over to ICE, because ei- 
ther they can’t be sent right back to Mexico or some other reason, 
so a lot of these are border removals where they are in the country 
for a very short period of time. 

We are criticized by some for the very high number of removals 
that are taking place right now. And so the end result of a process 
where somebody is detained who is not lawfully in this country 
who meets our priorities is a removal. And as you know, we man- 
aged to remove 368,000 people last year, and my understanding is 
that 98 percent of those fit within our removal priorities. So that 
is pretty effective. 

Mr. Culberson. But under the Obama administration more than 
half of those removals that were attributed to ICE were actually 
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a result of Border Patrol arrests. They wouldn’t have been counted 
in prior administrations. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Right. 

Mr. Culberson. So you really can’t actually use that number in 
terms of when you say ICE has removed that number of people. 
Half of those, of course, were Border Patrol removals and they were 
never counted before. In fact, I think there is even a quote I saw 
from President Obama in 2011 that these statistics on removal are, 
in fact, I am quoting directly from his statement, “These statistics 
are a little deceptive because what we have been doing is, with the 
stronger border enforcement, we have been apprehending folks at 
the border and just sending them back.” That is counted as a de- 
portation, even though they may have only been held for a day or 
48 hours, sent back. That is counted as a deportation. 

That has never been done before in previous administrations. I 
have been on this subcommittee since shortly after it was created, 
and I know that the Bush administration never counted folks that 
were removed by the Border Patrol as being deported by ICE. And 
you have vast numbers of criminal aliens as well. 

So again, I just want to be sure for the record, if I could, and 
I appreciate the time, Mr. Chairman, would you please tell the 
committee what are the assumptions that DHS made that you be- 
lieve justify reducing the number of detention beds from 34,000 to 
30,539. 

Secretary Johnson. Two things. First, it is my understanding 
that 368,000 is the number removed by ICE. Now, it is the case 
that for various reasons, including reasons involving logistics, a 
larger number of people who were apprehended in or around the 
border then go to ICE custody. But the number 368,000 reflects 
those removed by ICE. 

The number 30,006 is our best judgment about where detention 
bed levels should be given who we believe needs to be detained in 
this process. That is our best assessment based on what our re- 
moval priorities should be, based on what we believe are national 
security, public safety threats. The number tends to hover around 
that number. I think it is a little higher right now as we speak, 
but it goes up and down. But that is our best assessment of who 
should be detained at any given moment in time. 

Mr. Culberson. You will provide that to the subcommittee and 
to the chairman and the staff, those assumptions, those numbers, 
to justify your request? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I believe we can do that. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Culberson: What were your assumptions to arrive at the 30,539 detention 
bed funding level? 

Response: ICE began with the assumption that the use of costly detention beds 
should be based on operational need rather than an annual statutory mandate to 
detain a minimum number of individuals on average, regardless of need. ICE’s oper- 
ational need is generally based on two factors: 1) the number of individuals requir- 
ing detention pursuant to mandatory detention provisions (mandatory detainees), 
and 2) the number of non-mandatory indivuduals who may present a risk to public 
safety if not detained. The detention of individuals that would otherwise not be de- 
tained (and who can be placed on alternatives to detention programs), except to 
meet the minimum statutory bed requirement, results in higher average daily costs 
to the government. 
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Based on these assumptions, ICE reviewed the historical average number of 
aliens apprehended who were either mandatory detainees or non-mandatory individ- 
uals that presented a risk to public safety. Funding for an average of 30,539 
detenition beds would meet ICE’s operational needs, allowing ICE to maintain beds 
for mandatory and higher risk aliens, and providing flexibility to detain a level of 
non-mandatory individuals that may present a risk to public safety. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

BORDER SECURITY 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Mr. Secretary, one of the reasons that we 
are given for not passing a comprehensive immigration reform is 
that the majority believes that President Obama can’t be trusted 
to enforce our laws. Yet, in the little over 4 years President Obama 
has been in office projections are that around early April deporta- 
tions will have reached 2 million. And that is more deportations 
than during the entire 8 years of the Bush administration, and ac- 
tually that 2 million deportation number exceeds the sum total of 
all deportations prior to 1997. 

Another excuse for delaying the passage of comprehensive immi- 
gration reform is that our borders must first be secured. And the 
fact is that under President Obama’s leadership, and, frankly, the 
thoughtful work of this subcommittee, remarkable progress has, in 
fact, been made in securing our borders. We now have more than 
21,000 Border Patrol agents, 651,000 miles of fencing, more than 
300 remote video surveillance symptoms, and at least six drones 
deployed along our southwest border. 

In addition, due in part to these investments, the number of ille- 
gal entries into our country is at a 40-year low. And according to 
a 2012 report by the Pew Research Center, net migration from 
Mexico has fallen to zero. 

I have a three-part question. First of all, what does this record 
number of deportations tell you about the President’s commitment 
to obey our laws? And what is your assessment of our border secu- 
rity? And based on that assessment, do you believe that we need 
to spend tens of billions of dollars more on border security before 
we can begin fixing our broken immigration system? 

Secretary Johnson. First of all, I agree with everything you said 
in the first part of your question. We are enforcing the law. We are 
enforcing the law vigorously and effectively, which results in the 
removal of more than 300,000 people per year over the last several 
years. We are using the resources Congress gave us to remove 
those we believe are threats to national security, public safety, and 
border security, and they result in the numbers that you see. 

At the same time, you are correct, the apprehension levels at the 
border have been going down recently. They have begun to spike 
up again slightly for various reasons. I suspect maybe because the 
economy in this country is getting a little better, they are begin- 
ning to spike up again. 

All of this to say that we are enforcing the law at unprecedented 
levels with the resources Congress has given us. And I believe that 
when it comes to border security, you have to be agile, it is an 
evolving task, in that border threats, challenges to border security, 
tend to migrate different places. If you focus resources one place. 
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you have to be agile and be able to move your surveillance re- 
sources, your manpower, to another part of the border, the south- 
west border in particular. 

And so we have got to be vigilant. We have to be continually vigi- 
lant. I don’t believe that we should have a standard of border per- 
fection before every other aspect of comprehensive immigration re- 
form kicks in because I believe as a matter of Homeland Security 
those who are here in this country undocumented should be en- 
couraged to come out of the shadows, be accountable, pay taxes, 
and get on an earned path to citizenship, which as contemplated 
by the Senate legislation would take 13 years. So it is not going 
to happen tomorrow. 

But I believe that we should do that, we should continue to work 
on border security, which we are doing at unprecedented levels 
right now, as a part of an overall comprehensive package, and pro- 
ceed on all of those fronts at the same time. So I agree with you. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

DISASTER RELIEF FUND 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, in the past, I asked of your predecessor about the 
Disaster Relief Fund over the long term. And let me give a shout- 
out to Craig Fugate, a really good guy, nonpolitical person, who has 
done a really good job working with FEMA. 

The Disaster Relief Fund, pretty important to those of us in the 
Northeast and wherever there has been a major disaster. Your fis- 
cal year 2015 budget includes $7.8 billion in the FEMA Disaster 
Relief Fund, including $2.9 billion for the cost of disasters that 
have already occurred, such as Hurricane Sandy. 

Based on the Disaster Relief Fund Annual Report, which I have 
a copy of here, which was submitted Friday, this is what the De- 
partment needs to respond to disasters during the fiscal year 2014 
budget based on current spend plans and what we call, as you are 
aware, the 10-year averages. 

Your monthly report, which I have, states that you will carry 
over $4.6 billion into fiscal year 2014. Is the requirement of $7 bil- 
lion for fiscal year 2015, or is it significantly higher? In other 
words, there are two reports, both submitted by your department, 
which seem to be somewhat in conflict. Can you provide a little bit 
of clarity? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Congressman, I would have to study the re- 
ports specifically that you are referring to to answer that question. 

My general understanding is that the request we made with re- 
gard to the Disaster Relief Fund, which is multiyear money, is suf- 
ficient to meet what we believe will be the disaster relief chal- 
lenges. But I will take a look at those two reports to see whether 
there are any inconsistencies in that regard. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Frelinghuysen: Please review submitted reports (referenced by Rep. Freling- 
huysen) on DRF funding levels and see if there are any inconsistencies. 

Response: The President’s FY 2015 DRF request is consistent with the Budget 
Control Act requirements and available data. No known inconsistencies exist be- 
tween reports that the Department has provided. 

While FEMA is currently reflecting a projected end of FY 2014 DRF balance, this 
balance is not carried into the FY 2015 budget request, based on previous, expected 
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Hurricane Sandy projects costs related to the original Sandy supplemental funding. 
Thus, this carryover is expected to be used beyond the amount included in the FY15 
Budget for the DRF ($7.033B). 

In the FY 2015 budget request, we included $3.912B for non-catastrophic disas- 
ters (based on 10 year average), $2.871B for expected costs for previous catastrophic 
events; $1B for a disaster reserve, and a $596M appropriation request for the Base 
(in addition to recoveries). 

For the base request, we used the 10-year average for Surge, Emergencies, and 
Fire Management Assistance Grants, and our estimate of Disaster Reserve Spend- 
ing (DRS) requirements. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. During a debate on the floor on Hurricane 
Sandy, and it was my amendment, I took quite a lot of flak. One 
of the issues was — and this is understandable — FEMA is still work- 
ing on programs and rebuilding from storms that occurred before 
Sandy. 

In the event of another disaster, considering Sandy and others 
that we are still cleaning up from, how would you prioritize spend- 
ing between, sort of, immediate needs, Sandy projects that are 
under way, and past projects? Because there was quite a lot of 
angst and anger that we in the Northeast were getting this and 
other parts of the country weren’t getting, shall we say, the re- 
mainder of what they needed to do their cleanups. 

How do you view that situation? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I think you have to — it obviously depends on 
the circumstances. Living in an area affected by Hurricane Sandy 
myself, and in a neighborhood — and there was a lot of damage done 
to my own yard — I Imow that there is a lot of angst about how slow 
that money has been in coming. A lot of that depends beyond a cer- 
tain point on what the States are doing with the money, not the 
Federal Government. And how fast we are able to push out money 
like that, you know, it obviously depends on the circumstances. 

Could we do a better job? I suspect the answer is yes. There is 
always room for improvement. How you prioritize old needs versus 
new needs, I think, depends on the circumstance. And that is one 
of the reasons why it is multiyear money. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. But do you still have carryover money 
which needs to be 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Yeah, put to use. And that is something 
which you are committed to expediting its use to meet the needs 
of the people? 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Cuellar. 

Mr. Cuellar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary, again, I know you are new. And I have a lot of high 
hopes for you; you are smart. And we really appreciate looking — 
working with you. 

A couple points 

Secretary JOHNSON. At some point, that excuse won’t work for 
me any longer. 

Mr. Cuellar. At least for this appropriation hearing, it is going 
to work for you. 

But let me just say this 

Secretary Johnson. I hope the newness hasn’t reflected too 
much. 
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CBP OFFICERS, PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 

Mr. Cuellar. First of all, on the CBP officers, the men and 
women in blue, you know, for us on the border, we appreciate all 
the work that the men and women in green do, but, you know, hav- 
ing ports of entry, as you know, those men and women in blue are 
very important. 

And keep in mind. Members, that over 80 percent of all the goods 
and people that come into the U.S. come through land ports. And 
sometimes we don’t tend to put that much attention. But in La- 
redo, my hometown, we handle 45 percent of all the trade between 
the tl.S. and Mexico. That is over 12,000 trailers a day. So we ap- 
preciate the men and women in blue. 

Number two — and even though we have them there at the 
bridges, we appreciate that professionalism campaign. I think they 
were supposed to start that in Laredo and extend it out. As you 
know, if there is a bad apple comes in, you all do what you need 
to do. But the majority of those people coming over are coming over 
to spend money in the U.S. 

And I would ask you to — and I have been working with your of- 
fice and Thomas Winkowski, a good person. But we have to make 
sure that they know if they are here to spend money, they are here, 
we have to treat them with a little dignity and respect, instead of 
thinking that everybody is a bad apple on that. And I would ask 
you to just check up on that. 

I would ask you to check up on something that the chairman and 
I and the committee worked on, and Senator Mary Landrieu on the 
Senate side, is the public-private partnerships on the infrastruc- 
ture. I know there are five pilot programs for the service over time, 
but I am also asking you to look at the infrastructure. Because the 
Federal Government is not putting the money in. I think we need 
probably about $5 billion on infrastructure. I think that is one of 
the studies. We probably need 5,000 CBP officers. You know, we 
start off with 2,000; that is a pretty good start. But I would ask 
you to look at the public-private partnership, because we want to 
see men and women in blue, and also the infrastructure. 

The last point I would ask you to look at: Canada and the United 
States. I know we worked with Candice Miller on this. You know, 
on the northern border, the U.S. and Canadians work together, 
they do joint operations, and they do a lot of stuff together. And 
I am going to be sitting down with the chairman and the ranking 
member, Mr. Price here, and the committee to see if we can look 
at something similar with Mexico. I know that you are all doing 
a lot, and I am very familiar. But I would ask you to do that, to 
look at some of the joint operations. And I am familiar, they are 
doing some. But I would ask you to look at that, whether it comes 
to trade, tourism, even on the infrastructure, what they do, 
SENTRI lanes, fast lanes, what we do over here. 

And we have to make sure that we sit down with them on the 
other side. The head of customs, the Mexican customs, Alejandro 
Chacon, was here last week, and I am sure he met with you all. 
And, again, we need to do more coordination. 

So what we are doing with the Canadians I think would help us 
expedite trade, tourism, but at the same time secure the southern 



54 


border also. And I know we have been working with the chairman 
and the ranking member, and we appreciate your support. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuellar. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Kingston. 

STATE DEPARTMENT DIPLOMATIC SECURITY TRAINING 

Mr. Kingston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, the State Department requested from GSA a For- 
eign Affairs Security Training Center at the Army’s Fort Pickett in 
Blackstone, Virginia. And, as I understand it, the authorizing com- 
mittee were the ones who at first waved the flag on this. But the 
cost, the original cost, was $935 million. However, if they used the 
existing Federal Law Enforcement Training Center facilities, it 
would have been $272 million, you know, over a $600 million sav- 
ings or difference. And then the scope of the operation was reduced, 
but it still is almost half to do it at the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center that is in existence, up and running and fully ca- 
pable of doing this, than it is to create the new facility and training 
center at Fort Pickett. 

0MB, as you know, is looking at this right now. Do you know 
what their timeline is? And do you have any comments on the dif- 
ference? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I don’t know their timeline. 

This exact issue is something that I have talked to the director 
of FLETC about. The numbers you have cited are the numbers I 
understand to be the case, that we could support the State Depart- 
ment Diplomatic Security training mission at FLETC for about — 
by an expenditure of about $275 million, which is a lot less than 
a billion. 

Mr. Kingston. Yes. 

Secretary JOHNSON. And, frankly, that is — the purpose of FLETC 
is to be a training center for law enforcement protection services 
across the Federal Government. So this is, in my judgment, a per- 
fect example of why you have a training center like FLETC. 

Additionally, if we bring a Diplomatic Security training capa- 
bility to FLETC, that will work to the benefit of other Federal law 
enforcement agencies and departments. 

Mr. Kingston. Uh-huh. 

Secretary JOHNSON. I fully support having the State Department 
bring that mission to that center. 

Mr. Kingston. Do you know when 0MB is going to make their 
final decision? 

Secretary JOHNSON. I don’t know offhand, but I can find out. 

[The information follows:] 

Rep. Kingston: What is OMB’s timeline for a final decision on FLETC conducting 
the State Department’s Diplomatic Security Training? 

Response: 0MB has been working with the Department of State to ensure that 
State’s diplomatic security training requirements are met and to determine the best 
path forward to expand that training capacity, including assessing whether training 
capacity exists at other federal facilities. We expect a final decision on plans to ex- 
pand training later in the spring. 
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BIGGERT-WATERS 


Mr. Kingston. Okay. 

Also, I wanted to submit — and I know we are all coming up on 
votes, Mr. Chairman — I wanted to submit a few questions on 
Biggert- Waters for the record. And some of it is past-tense now be- 
cause we have another bill that has taken its place. But there was 
a requirement for FEMA to do a feasibility study on it before they 
implemented Biggert-Waters, and for some reason they bypassed 
that study. And I am not really clear as to why they would have. 

And I don’t expect you to know offhand, so I would like to submit 
that to you for the record, Mr. Chairman, and a couple of other lit- 
tle follow-ups. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Just my understanding is that the money 
appropriated to do the study was not sufficient, which is why we 
couldn’t do it. 

Mr. Kingston. Okay. Well, I may want to flesh that out a little 
bit, but I appreciate your sensitivity of that, because you know 
what it did to the coastal areas. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

MORALE, FILLING VACANCIES 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Secretary, we are going to conclude this hearing 
today. Before we do, I am going to point something out to you. 
There are several suggestions about morale, and you and I had a 
conversation — ^you and I and Mr. Price had a conversation about 
the vacancies. I want to commend you for the vacancies — in that 
you have built a fire under the White House to get these done. I 
hope you will keep that fire burning. I think the leadership of hav- 
ing permanent people in positions — and I think you agree on this — 
is very, very important to the morale of the people. 

I commend you also for being a man who says, “I take responsi- 
bility.” That is rare before this Committee, in many instances, and 
I appreciate that. And that is the kind where we are going to call 
on these new people that get these appointments to be responsible 
for the leadership position that they have been awarded. So thank 
you for that, and I hope you are going to stick with that because 
we need it. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you for this hearing and for being here. Your 
candor was much appreciated. And we look forward to working 
with you in the future. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Thank you, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. Unless there is anybody who has any other busi- 
ness, we will adjourn. 

Secretary JOHNSON. Thank you. 
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THE HONORABLE John Carter 

Jeh Johnson, Secretary, Department of Homeiand Security 
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Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Budget Request 
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FY 2014 Efficiencies and Savings in the FY 2015 Budget Request 

Question: Please provide a table that reflects, for each component of the Department, the amount of savings 
proposed in the fiscal year 2015 budget as a result of programmatic and administrative efficiencies, as well as 
those taken in fiscal year 2014, compared to fiscal year 2013 funding levels. Please subdivide these reductions 
by professional services, administrative savings, and other efficiencies, and include detailed totals for these 
categories and for each component. Please indicate whether there are any operational impacts to these 
reductions. If no detailed estimates are available, please identify those that are simply rough estimates. 

ANSWER: Please find on the following pages tables that display the Savings and Efficiencies incorporated into 
the FY 2013, FY 2014 and FY 2015 Congressional Justifications respectively. These efficiencies are not 
expected to have significant operational intpacts. 


DHS Efficiencies and Savings Proposed in FY 2013 President’s Budget 

Dollars in Thousands 






Component 

Professional 

Services 

Administrative 

Savings 

Other 

Efficiencies 

Total 


^ 1 

4,229 

- 

4,229 


[P__ 

•iDC 
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DHS Efficiencies and Savings Proposed in FY 2014 President's Budget 

Dollars in Thousands 






Component 

Professional 

Services 

Administrative 

Savings 

Other 

Efficiencies 

Total 

A&O 

15,577 

800 

- 

16,377 

CBP 

175,789 

41,271 

49,807 

266,867 

DMO 

27,404 

23,698 

208 

51,310 

DNDO 

4,577 

1,684 

- 

6,261 

FEMA 

- 

37,764 

- 

37,764 

FLETC 

11,312 

12,068 

- 

23,380 

ICE 

92,837 

143,321 

246,262 

482,420 

NPPD 

7,918 

14,949 

4,924 

27,791 

OHA 

6,867 

628 

- 

7,495 

OIG 

1 ,237 

1,430 

- 

2,667 

S&T 

2,596 

3,538 

114 

6,248 

TSA 

19,552 

78,579 

- 

98,131 

USCG 

- 

35,024 

17,701 

52,725 

USCIS 

- 

759 

_ 

759 

USSS 

7,064 

27,036 


34,100 

DHS Total 

372,730 

422,549 

319,016 

1,114,295 


DHS Efficiencies and Savings Proposed in FY 2015 President's Budget 

Dollars in Thousands 






Component 

Professional 

Services 

Administrative 

Savings 

Other 

Efficiencies 

Total 

A&O 

3,899 


- 

3,899 

CBP 


21,033 

- 

27,793 

DMO 

250 

572 

- 

822 

DNDO 

- 

- 

- 

- 

FEMA 

4,852 

15,660 

- 

20,512 

FLETC 

3,863 

2,408 

- 

6,271 

ICE 

38,300 

- 

- 

38,300 

NPPD 

2,717 

1,354 

- 

4,071 

OHA 

- 

- 

- 

- 

OIG 

359 

568 


927 

S&T 

2,240 

- 

- 

2,240 

TSA 

- 

7,826 

150,410 

158,236 

USCG 

10,600 

7,736 

60,243 

78,579 

USCIS 

- 

- 


- 

USSS 

- 

4,204 

- 

4,204 

DHS Total 

73,840 

61,361 

210,653 

345,854 
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Acquisition Management 

Question: Please provide, by DHS agency or component, data on the numbers of acquisition personnel 
numbers and their positions; training spending; and systems investments. 

ANSWER: Attached please find the requested information on the number of acquisition personnel at the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS). This information was obtained from the Federal Acquisition 
Institute Training Application System (FATTAS) 2. FAITAS 2 is a web-based training registration and 
certification system that DHS built in partnership with the Federal Acquisition Institute. In addition to these 
functions, DHS uses FAITAS 2 as its primary tool for identifying and tracking its acquisition workforce (AW) 
members. While FAITAS 2 improves the Department’s ability to identify the acquisition workforce, the system 
relies upon DHS employees self-identifying their status as acquisition workforce members. 

In Fiscal Year (FY) 2013, DHS spent approximately $7.2 million on centrally managed acquisition workforce 
functions, including course development and delivery, and general acquisition workforce management efforts. 

In FY 2013, DHS trained more than 5,100 students in more than 50 different courses. 

See below table for the requested information. 



DHS Acquisition Workforce Population by Function and Component 
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Question: Please update the information provided for last year’s hearing regarding the Department’s current 
baseline capabilities to manage the Department’s acquisition portfolio management for these organizations, any 
remaining gaps in needed capabilities from that baseline, and how your requested budget for acquisition staff, 
training and systems investments will till such gaps. 

ANSWER: The Department has continued to improve baseline capabilities to manage our acquisition portfolio 
to centralize the acquisition processes within the agency. The Department’s acquisition management framework 
is growing stronger through the refinement of our policy, processes, procedures, and placement of people with 
the right skill sets in the program offices. Our goal is for every major program to be implemented in an efficient 
and effective manner. The Department’s enterprise-wide acquisition framework is a key element of DHS’s 
integration strategy, and we have taken a number of steps this past year to strengthen it and the FY 2015 budget 
supports these critical efforts. 

Since the Department’s inception, the concept of portfolio management bas evolved across the Department. In 
20 i 0, the Secretary formalized the Enterprise Architecture (EA) framework. The EA framework is segmented 
into a series of mission and functional portfolios that allow the Department to better account for and manage its 
$60 billion budget. 

The Under Secretary for Management (USM) has focused on addressing baseline capability gaps within the 
department-wide acquisition management infrastructure to ensure that the structures, processes, systems, and 
people are in place to effectively manage acquisition investments. While GAO has recently acknowledged the 
Department’s significant progress to integrate these areas, there is still work to be done. The following 
highlights the progress to close organizational capability gaps and how the requested budget will sustain that 
progress. 

In 2010, as a means to fortify the acquisition program management structure, the USM created the Office of 
Program Accountability and Risk Management (FARM) to serve as the principal executive office to oversee all 
acquisition programs. FARM is addressing organizational capability gaps by improving the quality of the cost 
estimating function, maturing business intelligence and enhancing Departmental governance over major 
acquisition programs. 

The Department understands that to mature portfolio management, we must improve our acquisition workforce. 
The Department assessed our current capabilities to understand the acquisition core competencies required for 
risk mitigation teams that can execute consistent and high quality acquisitions, In FY 2012, the Department 
conducted a DHvS-wide survey to as.sess the status of the acquisition workforce. We identified areas where 
acquisition workforce improvements have been achieved and steps for further improvement. The overall 
objective i.s to establish core skill sets that the acquisition workforce needs at the entry level and then to 
establish how to mature those skills over the course of the employee’s acquisition career. Some of the 
measures taken to date include: tailored development programs and course prioritization for program managers 
to ensure efficient acquisition of needed skills; the establishment of Centers of Excellence run by FARM which 
ensure effective communication within the workforce communities and the establishment of best practices; and 
the creation of an Acquisition Workforce Strategic Human Capital Plan designed to prioritize and efficiently 
implement continuous improvement initiatives. The Acquisition Workforce Strategic Human Capital Plan 
specifically identifies five focus areas for improvement: Su-eiigthening workforce planning; formalizing career 
paths within the acquisition workforce; optimization of training and development; improvement of recruiting 
initiatives; and enhanced communication. The Department has made significant progress in these areas, but 
will continue to focus on developing the Program Manager in FY 2015, especially in light of the revisions to the 
Federal Acquisition Certification for Program and Project Managers that took effect on March 31, 2014. This is 
one of the most critical positions for effective and efficient acquisition execution. The Department is partnering 
with DOD through an inter-agency working group to research Program Manager competencies as they relate to 
certification. 
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The continued improvement of the DHS acquisition process and workforce continues to be a major 
management priority in FY 2015. The Under Secretary for Management is leading an effort to improve the 
overall acquisition process by reforming the early requirements development process and enhancing our ability 
to manage the implementation and execution of acquisition programs. 

Staffing for DHS Departmental Management 

Question: Please provide the Committee with a table showing your current on-board FTE levels for each 
Departmental office within Office of the Secretary and Executive Management (OSEM) and Under Secretary 
for Management (USM), broken down by appointment type for appointees, what is anticipated for the end of 
fiscal year 2014 and what is requested for fiscal year 2015. 

ANSWER: Responses to this question are included in Table I, “Current on-boards within OSEM/USM Offices 
as of December 28, 2013 (PP25)” and Table 2, “Anticipated FTE for the end of FY2014 and Requested PTE FY 
2015”. 


Table 1 

Current on-boards within OSEM/USM Offices as of December 28, 2013 (PP25) 


OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appt 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 

OSEM 

Assistant Secretary 
for Policy 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

144 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

n 

03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite. SES -Military Term 
or Emergency 

1 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

4 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

4 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

6 

09 

Excepled-Temporary, SES-Time Limited-Noncareer 

1 

Assistant Secretary for Policy Total: 

171 

OSEM 

Citizenship and 
Immigration 
Services 
Ombudsman 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

24 

02 

Competilive-Career-Condilional 

I 

06 

Excepted-Permanent. SES-Noncareer 

1 




Citizenshi 

3 and Immigration Services Ombudsman Total: 

wtm 

OSEM 

Executive 

Secretariat 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

32 

02^ 

Competilive-Career-Condilional 

11 


Excepted-Conditiona! 

1 


Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

1 

Executive Secretarial Total: 

45 

OSEM 

Immediate Office 
of the Deputy 
Secretary 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

2 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

2 

Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary Total: 

4 

OSEM 

Immediate Office 
of the Secretary 

01 

Competitive-Career. SES Career 

1 

06 

Excepted-Permanent SES-Noncareer 

3 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

2 

Immediate Office of the Secretary Total: 

6 

OSEM 

Intergovernmental 

Affairs 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

5 

02 

Competitive-Careei-Conditional 

1 
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OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appt 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 



06 

Excepted-Permanent SES-Noncareer 

1 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

5 

Intergovernmental Affairs Total 


12 

OSEM 

Office for Civil 
Rights and Civil 
Liberties 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

70 

02 

Comi^tilive-Career-Conditional 

17 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

5 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

2 

Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties Total: 

95 

OSEM 

Office of 

Legislative Affairs 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

22 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncarecr 

1 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

4 

Office of Legislative Affairs Total; 

27 

OSEM 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

13 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

1 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

1 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

9 

Office of Public Affairs Total: 

24 

OSEM 

Office of the Chief 
of Staff 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

1 

02 

Competitive-Carecr-Conditional 

1 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

I 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

7 

Office of the Chief of Staff Total: 

10 

OSEM 

Office of the 

General Counsel 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

wtm 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

4 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

57 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

17 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

17 

09 

Excepted-Temporarv, SES-Time Limited-Nonctireer 

8 

Office of the General Counsel Total: 

143 

OSEM 

Office of the 

Privacy Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

31 

02 

Competi ti ve-Career-Condilional 

5 

06 

Excepted-Permanent. SES-Noncareer 

1 

Office of the Privacy Officer Total; 

31 



OSEM Total; 

601 

_ _ 

USM 

Chief Financial 
Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

189 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

31 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

11 

09 

Excepted-Temporarv, SES-Time Limited-Noncareer 

10 

Chief Financial Officer Total: 

241 

USM 

Chief Human 

Capital Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

178 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

17 

03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite, SES-Military Term 
or Emergency 

4 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

y 
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OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appt 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 



07 

Exceptwi-Conditional 

4 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than i year) 

1 

09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited-Noncareer 

2 

Chief Human Capital Officer Total: 

210 

USM 

Chief Information 
Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

263 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

72 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

2 

09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited-Noncareer 

1 

Chief Information Officer Total: 

339 

USM 

Chief Procurement 
Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

397 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditioiial 

46 

03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite, SES-Military Term 
or Emergency 

2 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

3 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

9 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

2 

09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited-Noncareer 

1 

Chief Procurement Officer Total: 

460 

USM 

Chief Security 
Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

204 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

25 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

I 

07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 

Chief Security Officer Total: 

231 

USM 

Immediate Office 
of the 

Undersecretary of 
Management 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

12 

06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

3 

08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (more than 1 year) 

1 

09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limiled-Noncareer 

1 

Immediate Office of the Undersecretary of Management Total: 

17 

USM 

Chief Readiness 
Support Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

103 

02 

Competilive-Career-Condilional 

12 

09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited-Noncareer 

2 

Chief Readiness Support Officer Total: 

117 



USM Total: 

■Mg 



Grand Total*: 

2,216 


Includes Working Capital Fund reimbursable positions 
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Internationai Presence 


Question: Please list all Departmental personnel located overseas (even on temporary appointment) in fiscal 
year 2013, fiscal year 2014 planned and year to date, and fiscal year 2015 planned, to include the component 
they represent, a brief description of the function they serve/the capabilities they provide, and the funding for 
that position to include salary, benefits, housing. International Cooperative Administrative Support Services 
(ICASS) and other expenses. Where personnel are not funded by the component they represent, please also 
note the Department or DHS component that supports that cost 

ANSWER: Responses to this question are included in Table 1, “DHS Internationai Presence Costs FY 2013, 
FY 2014 & FY 2015 Planned Summary” and in Table 2 “DHS Internationai Presence Costs FY 2013, FY 2014 
& FY 2015 Planned by component and location.” 
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Table 1 

DHS International Presence Costs FY 2013, FY 2014 & FY 2015 Planned Summary 


Direct Funding 



FY13 Actuals 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

DHS Component 

# Pos. 

FY13 Total 

# Pos. 

FY14 Total 

# Pos. 

FY15 Total 

Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement’ 

200 

$95,005,535 

209 

$94,587,206 

209 

$101,910,578 

Customs and Border Protection^ 

661 

$155,700,869 

695 

$172,630,264 

695 

$187,264,461 

Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center 

2 

$555,251 

2 

$522,782 

2 

$657,426 

Transportation Security 

Administration 

73 

$29,778,473 

75 

$31,025,795 

75 

$32,370,651 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 

1 

$416,633 

1 

$447,133 


$689,390 

United States Citizenship and 
immigration Services 

78 

$29,383,255 

81 

$29,183,820 

81 

$33,231,170 


5 

$2,111,376 

5 

$2,352,166 

5 

$2,458,098 


1 

$347,087 

1 

$374,225 


$381,697 

United States Coast Guard 

61 

$11,436,618 

82 

$13,032,504 

82 

$13,057,401 

United States Secret Service'’ 

74 

$26,776,047 

74 

$27,855,600 

74 

$31,470,167 

National Protection & Programs 
Directorate^ 

3 

$725,003 

1 

$245,028 


$0 

Total 

1,159 

$352,236,147 

1,226 

$372,256,523 

1,225 

$403,491,040 


Reimbursable Funding 



FY13 Actuals 

FY14 Projected 

FY1 5 Planned 

DHS Component 

# Pos. 

FY13Total 




FY15Total 

Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement 

13 

$7,279,081 

12 

$4,561,367 

3 


Customs and Border Protection’ 

17 

$2,926,942 

39 

$10,426,735 

29 


Transportation Security 

Administration 

2 

$318,792 

1 

$148,470 


$149,955 

DHS HQ - Office of Internationa! 

Affairs^ 

1 

$7,636,787 

1 

$9,518,463 

mm 

$10,269,715 



$33,615,025 


$28,112,607 


$28,701,010 

Total 


$51,776,627 


$52,767,642 

iSEIH 

$45,547,308 


’ ICE; FY 14 & FY 1 5 Position totals are different from the totals provided in the FYJ4 Policy Expenditure Plan and Appendix I to the 
FYi5 Congressional Justification due to the update from zero to one position in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia 

^ CBP: FY 1 4 ci FYl 5 totals are different from the totals provided in the FY 14 Policy Expenditure Plan and Appendix i to the FY ! 5 
Congressional Justification due to updated S&B amounts and the inclusion of costs for an Attache in Brussels and an employee 
seconded to the World Customs Organization in Brussels. Reimbursable costs were also updated to include additional reimbursable 
locations. 

^ OIA: FY15 totals include updated S&B projections and post costs for Berlin as compared to Appendix I to the FYi5 Congressional 
Justification. CSCS projected costs were also separated between appropriated and roimbursable funding. 

■* USSS; FY!4 totals include updated ICASS amounts as compared to totals provided in the FY 14 Policy Expenditure Plan. 

^ NPPD: Totals are provided for FYi4 tiiat were not previously included in theFYl4 Policy Expenditure Plan. 
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Table 2 

DHS International Presence Costs FY 2013, FY 2014 & FY 2015 Planned by Component and Location 

Immigrations Custom Enforcement - FY 13 - 15 Expenses 



FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FYIS Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY13Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

OiA 

tnt'l Inv 

Buenos Aires, Argentina 

4 

1,727,124 

4 

1,579,389 

4 

1,687,819 

OIA 

tnt'i inv 

Vienna, Austria 

4 

1,751,181 

4 

1,802,141 

4 

2,198,768 

OIA 

tnt'i inv 

Nassau, Bahamas 

1 

279,942 

1 

317,192 

1 

327,657 

OiA 

tnt'i inv 

Brussels, Belgium 

3 

1,376,605 

4 

1,267,810 

4 

1,364,457 

OiA 

int’! inv 

Brasilia, Brazil 

2 

1,828,188 

2 

1,727,598 

2 

1,876,446 

OiA 

int’l inv 

Phnom Penh, Cambodia 

2 

461,920 

2 

764,687 

2 

745,737 

OiA 

int'l 

inv/VSP 

Montreal, Canada 

2 

910,929 

3 

776,712 

3 

852,005 

OIA 

tnt'i inv 

Ottawa, Canada 

4 

1,878,362 

4 

1,978,329 

4 

2,478,527 

OIA 

Int’l Inv 

Toronto, Canada 

2 

1,049,720 

3 

904,147 

3 

948,070 

OtA 

Int'l inv 

Vancouver, Canada 

2 

903,849 

2 

1,014,600 

2 

1,399,860 

OIA 

Int'l Inv 

Beijing, China 

5 

1,448,112 

5 

1,377,085 

5 

1,491,898 

OIA 

Int’l Inv 

Guangzhou, China 

1 

576.233 

2 

528,402 

2 

561,761 

OIA 

Int'l 

InvASP 

Hong Kong, China 

2 

1,684,887 

3 

1,652,122 

3 

1,807,175 

OIA 

Int’l tnv 

Bogota, Colombia 

6 

2,500,966 

6 

2,499,743 

6 

3,030,920 

OtA 

Int't Inv 

Cartagena, Colombia 

2 

463,429 

2 

531,729 

2 

528,691 

OIA 

int'l inv 

Copenhagen, Denmark 

0 

276,979 

0 

71,252 

0 

50,683 

OIA 

tnt’i inv 

Santo Domingo, DR 

4 

1,130,135 

4 

1,340,612 

4 

1,450,372 

OiA 

tnt’i Inv 

Guayaquil, Ecuador 

2 

640,322 

2 

655,861 

2 

656,517 

OtA 

tnt'i Inv 

Quito, Ecuador 

3 

1,155,397 

3 

1,194,042 

3 

1,316,192 

OIA 

VSP 

Cairo, Egypt 

3 


3 


3 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 




No. 


No. 


No. 



Office 


of 


of 


of 


Office 

Function 

location 

Pos. 

FYlSTotal 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 





1,040,223 


1,061,207 


1,195,678 

0!A 

Int'l Inv 

San Salvador, El Salvador 

3 

922,794 

3 

840,593 

3 

1,029,986 

OiA 

int’i Inv 

Paris, France 

4 

2,208,184 

4 

1,522,866 

4 

1,630,168 

OIA 

Int'l 

Inv/VSP 

Frankfurt, Germany 

7 

1,953,248 

7 

2,251,198 

7 

2,525,412 

OIA 

Int’l Inv 

Athens, Greece 

2 

1,012,804 

2 

1,010,730 

2 

1,061,717 

OIA 

Int’l Inv 

Guatemala City, Guatemala 

4 

1,150,698 

4 

1,188,162 

4 

1,183,162 

OIA 

Int'l Inv 

Tegucigalpa, Honduras 

3 

670,163 

3 

718,810 

3 

901,476 

OIA 

int'l Inv 

New Delhi , India 

3 

790,229 

3 

811,670 

3 

950,345 

OiA 

VSP 

Jakarta, Indonesia 

2 

657,581 

2 

665,620 

2 

784,364 

OIA 

VSP 

Jerusalem, Israel 

2 

1,009,538 

2 

949,602 

2 

997,097 

OIA 

VSP 

Tel Aviv, Israel 

3 

1,159,165 

3 

1,199,111 

3 

1,308,594 

OIA 

Int'l Inv 

Rome, Italy 

4 

1,945,108 

4 

1,684,786 

4 

1,776,213 

OtA 

Int'l inv 

Kingston, Jamaica 

4 

1,353,797 

4 

1,421,387 

4 

1,696,654 

OIA 

int'i Inv 

Tokyo , Japan 

1 

1,154,788 

1 

834,938 

1 

966,839 

OIA 

VSP 

Amman, Jordan 

1 

688,138 

1 

741,920 

1 

838,534 

OIA 

VSP 

Nairobi, Kenya 

1 

217,499 

1 

567,567 

1 

422,267 

OIA 

Int'l inv 

Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia 

0 

297,052 

0 

330,862 

0 

340,381 

OIA 

Int'l Inv 

Ciudad Juarez, Mexico 

4 

1,029,028 

4 

1,019,230 

4 

1,062,005 

OIA 

Int'l inv 

Guadalajara, Mexico 

2 

397,886 

2 

325,193 

2 

323,391 

OIA 

Int'l Inv 

Hermosillo, Mexico 

4 

1,109,317 

4 

1,069,569 

4 

1,115,035 

OiA 

Int'l Inv 

Matamoros, Mexico 

3 

179,411 

3 

156,476 

3 

154,911 

OIA 

int'i Inv 

Merida, Mexico 

3 

743,662 

3 

892,778 

3 

747,428 

OtA 

Int'l Inv 

Mexico City, Mexico 

10 

5,133,114 

11 

5,422,944 

11 

5,086,533 

OIA 

Int'i Inv 

Monterey, Mexico 

4 


5 


S 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 




No. 


No. 


No. 



Office 


of 


of 


of 


Office 

Function 

Location 

Pos. 

FY13Total 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 





2,064,058 


2,191,373 


1,971,124 

0!A 

Int’l inv 

Nogales, Mexico 

0 

80,312 

0 


0 


0!A 

fnt'l Inv 

Nuevo Laredo, Mexico 

0 

80,312 

0 

. 

0 


OlA 

Int'i inv 

Tijuana, Mexico 

S 

1,361,928 

S 

1,350,486 

S 

1,227,165 

OIA 

VSP 

Casablanca, Morocco 

2 

589,416 

2 

503,461 

2 

641,100 

OlA 

VSP 

Islamabad, Pakistan 

2 

1,489,697 

2 

1,682,378 

2 

1,978,192 

OIA 

tnt'l Inv 

Panama City, Panama 

6 

1,706,190 

6 

1,843,752 

6 

2,180,343 

OIA 

int'i 

inv/VSP 

Manila, Philippines 

6 

2,754,222 

6 

2,807,330 

6 

2,899,407 

OIA 

Int'i Inv 

Moscow, Russia 

1 

963,299 

2 

1,100,658 

2 

1,161,239 

OIA 

VSP 

Dhahran, Saudi Arabia 

1 

230,876 

1 

231,236 

1 

440,891 

OiA 

VSP 

Jeddah, Saudi Arabia 

1 

635,291 

1 

559,860 

1 

888,061 

OIA 

VSP 

Riyadh, Saudi Arabia 

4 

2,313,677 

4 

2,015,474 

4 

2,380,800 

OIA 

Int'i Inv 

Dakar, Senegal 

2 

196,245 

2 

679,733 

2 

655,332 

OIA 

Int’l Inv 

Singapore, Singapore 

3 

1,668,840 

3 

1,661,465 

3 

1,821,297 

OIA 

Int'i Inv 

Pretoria, South Africa 

5 

1,307,298 

5 

1,772,976 

5 

1,066,541 

OiA 

Int'i Inv 

Seoul, South Korea 

3 

1,618,655 

3 

1,152,672 

3 

1,390,564 

OiA 

tnt’l Inv 

Madrid, Spain 

3 

1,242,914 

3 

1,472,115 

3 

1,843,919 

OIA 

int'i Inv 

Bangkok, Thailand 

5 

1,811,297 

6 

1,748,937 

6 

1,822,136 


Int'i Inv 

The Hague, The 

2 


2 


2 


OIA 


Netherlands 


659,169 


757,903 


758,044 

OIA 

Int'i 

Inv/VSP 

Abu Dhabi, UAE 

3 

1,424,812 

3 

1,511,603 

3 

1,799,170 

OIA 

int'i 

Inv/VSP 

Dubai, UAE 

3 

983,742 

3 

545,144 

3 

586,199 

OIA 

tnt’l 

Inv/VSP 

London, United Kingdom 

8 

3,057,885 

8 

3,268,685 

8 

3,639,475 

OIA 

VSP 

Caracas, Venezuela 

3 

1,145,061 

3 

1,403,560 

3 

1,753,416 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FYlSTotal 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FYi4 Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

0!A 

intT Inv 

Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam 

D 


H 

842,320 

B 

889,242 

OIA 

VSP 

Sana'a, Yemen 

B 


■ 

880,614 

B 

1,044,559 

OlA 

PCS - DC Consolidated 

■ 



8,967,274 

0 

8,877,601 

OiA 

Education Allowance - DC Consolidated 


3.889,136 


3,387,259 

0 

3,353,386 

OiA 

iCASS - DC Consolidated 


303,155 


1,578,266 

0 

1,969,629 

Total 


95,005,535 

209 

94,587,206 

209 

101,910,578 


Reimbursable Funding 



FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 





No. 


No. 






Office 


of 


of 


No. of 

FY15 

Funding 

Office 

Function 


Pos. 

FY13Totaf 

Pos, 

FY14 Total 

Pos. 

Total 

Agency 

OIA 

Capacity 

Building 

Kabul, 

Afghanistan 

10 

6,542,837 

9 

4,011,000 

TBD* 

994,178 



Int'l Inv 

Stuttgart 

AFRICOM, 

2 


2 


2 



OIA 


Germany 


425,692 




729,337 



Int'i Inv 

Stuttgart 

EUCOM, 

B 


■ 

■■ 

1 


DoD 

OIA 


Germany 


310,552 




234,996 


Total 


7,279,081 

12 

4,561,367 

3 

1,958,511 



*ln FY2015, the positions in Kabul, Afghanistan, will return to the U.5. on December 31, 2014. 


U. S. Customs and Border Protection 



FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Buenos Aires, 

Argentina 

2 

692,670 

2 

608,407 

2 

1,018,950 

OFO 

PreClearance 

Oranjestad, Aruba 

20 

3,625,646 

21 

3,338,609 

21 

3,288,809 

OFO 

PreClearance 

Freeport, Bahamas 

14 

3,687,211 

12 

3,275,680 

12 

3,260,798 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Freeport, Bahamas 

2 

528,500 

2 

424,654 

2 

915,727 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 
Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 


Initiative 








OFO 

PreCiearance 

Nassau, Bahamas 

40 

11,475,748 

38 

9,488,408 

38 

10,040,618 

OFO 

Bilateral 
Exchange for 
CARiCOM 

Bridgetown, Barbados 

3 

647,232 





tNA 

CBP Attache 

Brussels, Belgium 

2 

1,023,618 

2 

970,308 

2 

997,531 


World 

Customs 

Organization 

Brussels, Belgium 

1 

340,413 

1 

359,556 

1 

429,196 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Antwerp, Belgium 

2 

659,837 

2 

555,045 

2 

592,511 

OFO 

PreCiearance 

Hamilton, Bermuda 

17 

4,947,656 

14 

4,315,559 

14 

4,106,319 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Brasilia, Brazil 

1 

573,039 

1 

413,664 

1 

609,213 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Santos, Brazil 

2 

1,001,093 

2 

642,800 

2 

702,620 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Ottawa, Canada 

4 

1,211,783 

2 

1,082,262 

2 

1,226,436 

OFO 

PreCiearance 

Calgary, Canada 

32 

6,020,019 

30 

5,859,959 

30 

5,840,195 

OFO 

PreCiearance 

Edmonton, Canada 

18 

3,315,896 

17 

3,241,198 

17 

3,314,593 

OFO 

PreCiearance 

Halifax, Canada 

14 

2,626,855 

14 

2,586,139 

14 

2,608,985 

BP 

Border Patrol 

Hamilton, Canada 







OFO 

PreCiearance 

Montreal, Canada 

53 

11,047,903 

54 

10,417,318 

54 

10,696,273 

OFO 

PreCiearance 
(2 FSNs) 

Ottawa, Canada 

18 

3,659,975 

19 

3,258,590 

19 

3,606,801 

OFO 

PreCiearance 

Toronto, Canada 

137 

33,908,972 

137 

31,019,737 

137 

33,369,650 

OFO 

PreCiearance 
(3 FSNs) 

Vancouver, Canada 

93 

18,397,906 

94 

15,070,787 

94 

17,765,852 

OFO 

PreCiearance 

Victoria, Canada 

12 

2,410,020 

14 

2,083,826 

14 

2,424,928 

OFO 

PreCiearance 

Winnipeg, Canada 

15 

2,567,114 

15 

2,494,239 

15 

2,482,801 

tNA 

CBP Attach^ 

Beijing, China 

2 

672,051 

1 

504,876 

1 

711,862 

INA 

CBP Attach^ 

Hong Kong, China 

1 

622,710 


674,624 

1 

790,489 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Shanghai, China 

1 

332,182 

■ 

333,789 

1 

268,748 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Shenzhen, China 

1 

332,182 

1 

283,909 

1 

333,709 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

initiative 

Hong Kong, China 

4 

1,226,019 

4 

1,243,001 

4 

1,360,789 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Cartagena, Colombia 

2 

625,257 

2 

519,505 

2 

947,513 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Santo Domingo, 
Dominican Republic 

1 

422,494 

1 

472,437 

1 

564,485 

OFO 

Container 

Caucedo, Dominican 

1 

529,544 

1 

475,524 

1 

634,018 
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FYU EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 


Security 

Initiative 

Republic 







INA 

CBP Attache 

Cairo, Egypt 

1 

339,509 

1 

331,926 

1 

363,313 

OFO 

Container 
Security 
Initiative 
Storage only) 

Cairo, Egypt 

0 

1,445 

0 

1,492 

0 

1,492 

OFO 

lAP - Flight 
Screening 

Paris, France 

4 

721,993 

4 

793,044 

4 

745,281 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

teHavre, France 

3 

714,493 

3 

587,173 

3 

709,973 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Frankfurt, Germany 

1 

307,518 

1 

324,848 

1 

522,436 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

initiative 

Bremerhaven, 

Germany 

3 

889,598 

2 

619,021 

2 

583,353 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Hamburg, Germany 

2 

488,956 

2 

477,783 

2 

581,073 

OFO 

lAP 

Frankfurt, Germany 

4 

624,819 

4 

1,269,487 

4 

662,240 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Cortes, Honduras 

1 

438,845 

2 

370,662 

2 

443,099 

INA 

CBP Attache 

New Delhi , India 

1 

378,159 

1 

409,715 

1 

499,900 

OFO 

PreClearance 

Dublin, Ireland 



21 

5,920,806 

21 

5,196,652 

OFO 

PreClearance 

Shannon, Ireland 



16 

3,010,717 

16 

3,069,877 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Rome, Italy 

1 

451,772 

1 

444,957 

1 

714,664 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

LaSpezzia, Italy 

4 

1,227,140 

4 

737,376 

4 

989,701 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Naples, Italy 

2 

445,785 

2 

399,949 

2 

468,399 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Kingston, Jamaica 

2 

616,858 

2 

604,662 

2 

698,324 

INA 

CBP Attach^ 

Tokyo, Japan 

2 

1,158,622 

1 

511,806 



OFO 

Container 
Security 
Initiative (2 
by FY15) 

Kobe, Japan 

■ 

320,144 

■ 

352,077 

■ 

432,047 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Nagoya, Japan 

1 

417,699 

■ 

388,182 

■ 

396,051 

OFO 

lAP (3 PCS & 
ITDY) 

Tokyo, Japan 

4 

986,487 

■ 

1.372,545 

■ 

872,687 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Tokyo, Japan 

1 

320,144 

1 

288,162 

1 

363,345 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 


Initiative (2 
by FY15} 








OFO 

Container 
Security 
Initiative (2 
by FYIS) 

Yokohama, Japan 

1 

360,870 

1 

367,382 

1 

394,955 

iNA 

CBP Attache 

Nairobi, Kenya 

1 

651,324 

1 

418,362 

1 

587,638 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Port Kelang, Malaysia 

1 

362,138 

1 

219,095 

1 

239,611 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Tanjung Petepas, 
Malaysia 

2 

523,800 

2 

362,944 

2 

493,947 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Mexico City, Mexico 

10 

2,328,888 

7 

2,197,427 

7 

2,828,006 

OAM 

Office of Air 
and Marine 

Mexico City, Mexico 

2 

486,566 

2 

501,285 

2 

511,285 

OFO 

lAP Joint 
Security 
Program (4 
TOY) 

Mexico City, Mexico 

4 

592,726 

4 

664,885 

4 

611,846 

INA 

CBP Attache 

The Hague, 

Netherlands 

1 

334,778 

1 

333,689 

1 

438,905 

OFO 

!AP(2 PCS &2 
TOY) 

Amsterdam, 

Netherlands 

4 

441,723 

4 

668,110 

4 

459,275 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Rotterdam, 

Netherlands 

2 

546,048 

2 

50S,092 

2 

510,484 

OFO 

Container 
Security 
Initiative (2 
by FY15} 

Port Salalah, Oman 

1 

403,354 

1 

3S3,121 

1 

1,933,621 

OFO 

Container 
Security 
Initiative (SFI) 
SFSNs 

Quasim, Pakistan 


136,869 

8 

149,704 

8 

885,626 

INA 

CBPAttach^ 

Panama City, Panama 

2 

538,628 

2 

700,773 

2 

772,275 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Balboa, Panama 

■ 

922,941 

3 

599,454 

3 

1,486,739 

OFO 

lAP 5-7TDY 

Panama City, Panama 

5 

656,473 

7 

833,000 

7 

677,649 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Sines, Portugal 

1 

510,662 

■ 


2 

582,511 

OFO 

lAP 3 TOY 

Doha, Qatar 


310,056 

3 


3 


INA 

CBP Attache 

Singapore, Singapore 


463,614 

1 


1 


OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Singapore, Singapore 

■ 

1,197,724 

3 

1,050,731 

3 

919,835 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned | 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

iNA 

CBP Attache 

Pretoria, South Africa 

1 

347,928 

1 

389,725 

1 

413,503 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Durban, South Africa 

1 

552,431 

2 

566,195 

2 

627,369 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Seoul, South Korea 

1 

501,133 

1 

507,387 

1 

567,419 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Busan, South Korea 

3 

683,132 

3 

708,296 

3 

724,439 

OFO 

lAP 3TDY 

Madrid, Spain 

3 

681,086 

3 

717,375 

3 

671,964 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

initiative 

Aigeciras, Spain 

2 

386,020 

2 

419,860 

2 

478,196 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Barcelona, Spain 

2 

410,607 

2 

469,860 

2 

457,508 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Valencia, Spain 

2 

497,849 

2 

379,660 

2 

457,508 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Colombo, Sri Lanka 

2 

500,349 

2 

422,562 

2 

822,291 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

initiative 

Gothenburg, Sweden 

1 

174,821 

1 

184,925 

1 

204,081 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Kaohsiung, Taiwan 

3 

880,273 

3 

794,425 

3 

838,560 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Keelung, Taiwan 

2 

517,586 

2 

529,753 

2 

559,388 

INA 

CBP Attach^ 

Bangkok, Thailand 

1 

347,412 

1 

319,845 

1 

416,409 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Laem Chabang, 

Thailand 

2 

522,511 

2 

449,003 

2 

580,272 

INA 

CBP Attache 

Ankara, Turkey 

1 

347,214 

1 

377,925 

HBI 

515,172 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Dubai, DAE 

2 

448,630 

■ 

500,056 

■ 

715,018 

iNA 

CBP Attache 

London, UK 

1 

451,756 

1 

449,079 

1 

700,243 

OFO 

Container 

Security 

Initiative 

Felixstowe, UK 

3 

816,448 

3 

578,476 

3 

690,514 

OFO 

lAP {TOY at 
airports) 

London & 

Manchester, UK 

17 

1,605,499 

17 

4,539,286 

17 

1,564,794 

OFO 

lAP HQPMs- 

overseas site 
visits to 11 

countries 

Washington, DC, USA 

11 

1,336,740 

11 

1,336,740 

11 

1,009,043 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office ^1. Location 

Function 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

iAP Relocations 



0 

546,910 

0 

1,093,820 

PreClearance Relocations 



0 

14,539,450 

0 

14,539,450 

Container Security Initiative Relocations 



0 

3,114,235 

0 

2,600,000 

CBP Attache Relocations - DC Consolidated 


~ 

0 

1,050,000 

0 

2,400,000 

ICASS 







CBPCSCS All Programs (estimate) 


1,940,729 

0 

2,229,207 

0 

4,258,643 

TOTAL 

661 

tmmm 

695 

mnmma 

695 

187,264,461 


Reimbursable Funding 



FV13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 


Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY13 

Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 

Total 

Funding 

Agency 

INA 

CBP Advisor 

Kabul, 

Afghanistan* 

11 

795,158 

11 

3,662,204 

5 

1,850,000 

DoS 

INA 

CBP Advisor 

Guayaquil, 

Ecuador 

1 

187,529 

1 

189,404 

0 

192,435 

DoS 

INA 

CBP Advisor 

Stuttgart 

EUCOM, 

Germany 

1 

249,143 

1 

183,311 

1 

185,144 

DoD 

INA 

CBP Advisor 

Kuwait City, 
Kuwait 

1 

770,224 

2 

678,447 

2 

835,766 

Gov. of 
Kuwait 

INA 

CBP Advisor 

Mexico City, 
Mexico 

1 

173,524 

1 

175,259 

0 

178,063 

DoS 

INA 

CBP Advisor 

Lima, Peru 

1 

160,840 

1 

162,448 

0 

165,048 

DoS 

INA 

CBP Advisor 

Port of Spain, 
Trinidad & 
Tobago 

■ 

590,524 

■ 


0 

610,161 

Gov. of 
Trinidad 
& Tobago 

OFO 

PreClearance 
(21TDY to 
become PCS 
by FY15) 

Abu Ohabi, 

UAE 

0 


21 


21 


UAE 

Airport 

Authority 

TOTAL 

17 

2,926,942 

39 

10,426,735 

29 

4,468,117 



In FY2015, the positions in Kabul, Afghanistan, will return to the U.S. on December 31, 2014. 
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Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 



FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office Function 

Location 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY15 

Total 

ILEA 

Gaborone 

Director - Law 

Enforcement 

Training 

Gaborone, 

Botswana 

1 

292,020 

1 

300,419 

1 

432,239 

ILEA 

Bangkok 

Deputy Director - 
Law Enforcement 
Training 

Bangkok, 

Thailand 

1 

263,231 

1 

222,363 

1 

225,187 

Total 

2 

555,251 

2 

522,782 

2 

657,426 


Transportation Security Administ ration 



FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office Function 

Location 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FYIS Total 

Office of 
Global 
Strategie 
s (OGS) 

Transportation 

Security 

Administration 

Representative 

(TSAR) 

Buenos Aires, 
Argentina 

1 

689,345 

1 

567,646 

1 

573,118 

OGS 

TSAR 

Sydney, 

Australia 

1 

687,563 

1 

534,614 

1 

540,401 

OGS 

TSAR 

Nassau, 

Bahamas 

1 

591,644 

1 

589,940 

1 

595.925 

OGS 

TSAR 

Brussels, 

Belgium 

1 

778,308 

1 

798,210 

1 

808,569 

OGS 

TSAR 

Brasilia, Brazil 

1 

526,735 

1 

506,108 

1 

511,582 

OGS 

TSAR & International 
Industry 

Representative (HR) 

Ottawa, 

Canada 

2 

826,524 

2 

850,707 

2 

859,422 

OGS 

TSAR & MR 

Beijing, China 

2 

972,579 

2 

1,005,425 

2 

1,017,584 

OGS 

TSAR 

Paris, France 

1 

609,036 

1 

623,133 

1 

630,509 

OGS 

TSAR 

Berlin, 

Germany 

1 

503,572 

1 

485,438 

1 

490,656 

OGS 

Regional Director 
(RD), MR & 
Transportation 
Security 

Specialists/lnspector 
s (TSS) 

Frankfurt, 

Germany 

33 

9,648,256 

33 

8,754,062 

33 

8,848,404 









16 


m3 EOY 

j FY14 Projected | 

FY15 Planned 


No. 


No. 


FY13 Total 

of 

FY14 Total 

of 

FY15 Total 


Pos. 


Pos. 



558,017 


748,081 

511,941 

774,179 

379,242 

389,281 

521,057 

829,140 

425,380 

4,702,691 

508,951 

680,396 


784,424 

712,988 

787,989 

631,155 


29,778,473 
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Relmbursabie Funding 



FY13 Actual 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 


Office 

Office 

Functio 

n 

Location 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY13 

Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY14 

Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY15 

Total 

Funding 

Agency 

OGS 

TSAR 

Kabul, Afghanistan 

1 

254,458 

0 


0 


DoS 

OGS 

TSAR 

Stuttgart AFRICOM 
HQ, Germany 

1 

64,333 

1 

148,470 

1 

149,955 

DoD 

Total 

2 

318,792 

1 

148,470 

1 

149,955 



Federal Emergency Mana gement Agency 


i 

FY13 EOY 

1 FY14 Projected 

1 FY15 Planned | 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 
Positions 

FY13 Total 

No. of 
Positions 

FY14 Total 

No. of 
Positions ! 

FY15 

Total 

Office of 
Policy and 
Program 
Analysis 

OPPA-IAD- 

NATO 

Brussels, 

Belgium 

1 

416,633 

1 


1 

689,390 

j Total 

1 

416,633 

1 


1 1 

689,390 


U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services 



fY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

office 

Office 

Function 

location 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

NO. 

of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. 

of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

Refugee, 

Asylum, and 

International 

Operations 

Directorate 

(RAID) 

Immigration 

Services 

Vienna, Austria 

1 

523,234 

1 

530,649 

1 

706,844 

RAID 

Immigration 

Services 

Ottawa, Canada 

■ 

32,696 

1 

183,600 

■ 

193,220 

RAIO 

immigration 

Services 

Beijing, China 

■ 

1,440,345 

■ 

1,197,948 


761,425 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Guangzhou, 

China 

5 

1,029,328 

■ 

1,364,063 

1 

1,733,333 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Havana, Cuba 

2 

958,843 

H 

1,293,377 

■ 

1,206,483 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Santo Domingo, 

Dominican 

Republic 

1 

403,995 

■ 

521,570 

■ 

611,345 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 




No. 


No. 


No. 



Office 


of 


of 


of 


Office 

Function 

location 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

San Salvador, El 
Salvador 

2 

612,594 

2 

540,226 

2 

701,105 

RAIO 

immigration 

Services 

Frankfurt, 

Germany 

5 

1,136,746 

4 

984,565 

4 

1,038,843 

RA!0 

Immigration 

Services 

Accra. Ghana 

2 

925,123 

2 

624,576 

2 

785,877 

RAiO 

Immigration 

Services 

Athens, Greece 

3 

1,151,380 

3 

1,119,876 

3 

1,033,290 

RAiO 

Immigration 

Services 

Guatemala City, 
Guatemala 

3 

788,087 

3 

773,065 

3 

669,380 

RAiO 

Immigration 

Services 

Port Au Prince, 
Haiti 

2 

1,169,704 

2 

1,173,664 

2 

1,040,079 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Tegucigalpa, 
Honduras * 

0 

369,451 

0 

76,440 

0 


RAiO 

Immigration 

Services 

New Delhi, India 

7 

1,554,804 

5 

1,410,037 

5 

1,901,084 

RAiO 

Immigration 

Services 

Rome, Italy 

6 

2,733,604 

10 

2,739,272 

10 

2,369,441 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Kingston, 

Jamaica * 

0 

303,329 

0 

45,864 

0 


RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Amman, Jordan 

1 

542,142 

1 

394,562 

1 

350,441 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Nairobi, Kenya 

2 

794,506 

2 

1,015,552 

2 

707,633 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Ciudad Juarez, 
Mexico 

■ 

682,691 

■ 

848,370 

2 


RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Mexico City, 
Mexico 

6 

2,384,686 

■ 


m 


RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Monterrey, 

Mexico 

4 

632,475 

2 


m 

mw 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Panama City, 
Panama * 

0 

141,568 

0 

15,288 


B 

RAIO 

immigration 

Services 

Lima, Peru 

2 

803,239 

■ 

544,116 

2 

399,793 

RAiO 

Immigration 

Services 

Manila, 

Philippines 

2 

1,063,035 

■ 

897,806 

3 

664,071 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Moscow, Russia 

5 

1,909,254 

g 

1,973,611 

5 

1,826,121 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Johannesburg, 
South Africa 

1 

337,304 

■ 

312,470 

1 

518,304 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Seoul, South 
Korea 

2 

643,347 

m 

749,486 

g 

801,084 

RAIO 

Immigration 

Services 

Bangkok, 

Thailand 

9 

2,935,968 

9 

3,176,398 

m 

2,577,060 
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FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 




No. 


No. 


No. 



Office 


of 


of 


of 


Office 

Function 

Location 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 


immigration 

London, United 







RAIO 

Services 

Kingdom 

1 

740,032 

2 

714,997 

2 

596,031 

ICASS Washington Costs (70xx) 

0 

639,745 

0 

731,019 

0 

734,674 

TDY ICASS - IRAQ 

0 


0 


0 

1,000,000 

CSCS - FY 15 

0 


0 


0 

4,939,907 
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DHS HQ - Office of Interna tional Affairs 



FY13 Actuals 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

OIA 

DHS Attache 

Brussels, 

Belgium* 

1 

396,333 

1 

429,750 

1 

451,113 

OIA 

OHS Attache 

Ottawa, Canada 

1 

407,364 

1 

438,221 

1 

447,670 

0!A 

DHS Liaison 

Berlin, Germany 

1 

165,617 

1 

213,801 

1 

256,740 

OIA 

DHS Attache 

Mexico City, 
Mexico* 

1 

451,838 

1 

453,338 

1 

473,424 

OIA 

DHS Attache 

London, United 
Kingdom 

1 

602,497 

1 

472,057 

1 

484,151 

CSCS - DC Consolidated 

0 

87,727 

0 

345,000 

0 

345,000 

Total 

5 

2,111,376 

5 

2,352,166 

5 

2,458,098 


Reimbursable 



FY13 Actuals 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 





No. 


No. 


No. 




Office 


of 


of 


of 


Reimbursing 

Office 

Function 

Location 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

Agency 


DHS 

Kabul, 








OIA 

Attache 

Afghanistan** 

1 

7,636,787 

1 

9,518,463 

1 

10,269,715 

DoS 

Total 

1 

7,636,787 

1 

9,518,463 

1 

10,269,7X5 



*in FY2013, OtA received $265,000 from USCIS in support of Attache costs in Brussels and $265,000 from ICE in 
support of Attache costs in Mexico. 

**in FY2015, the one position in Kabul, Afghanistan, will return to the U.5. on December 31, 2014. 


Science & Technology 


^ 

FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office 

Office 

Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 

Total 

S&T 

DHS S&T 
Attache 

London, United 
Kingdom 

1 

347,087 

1 

374,225 

1 

381,697 

Total 

1 


1 

374,225 

1 

381,697 
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United States Coast Guard 




FY13 Actuals 

FY14 Protected 

FY15 Planned 

Office Function 

Location 

# 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

# 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

# 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 

OPBAT 

Nassau, 

Bahamas 

11 

2,094,095 

io 

1,834.367 

10 

1,700,916 

Exchange Pilot 

British 

Columbia, 

Canada 

1 

168,114 


133,989 


135.854 

Exchange Pilot 

Greenwood, 

Canada 

1 

168,114 


133.989 


133,854 

CG Liaison Officer 

Beijing, China 


419,844 


299,367 


377,670 

Aviation Detachment 
Support 

Guantanamo 
Bxiy, Cuba 

3 

402.243 

5 

390,191 

5 

394,557 

Drug Interdiction 

Specialist 

Havana, Cuba 

1 

321,733 

1 

302,471 

1 

306,288 

CG Liaison Officer 

Tabanc, Haiti 

I 

215,023 


163,014 


165,155 

CG Liaison to 
NAVEUR/NAVAF and 

CG Liaison to 
COMDESRONSIX 
ZERO/CTF 65 

Naples, Italy 

2 

421,866 

2 

324,772 

2 

329,140 

CG Liaison to US Forces 
Japan (J2) 

Yokota, Japan 

1 

2 15,023 

1 

163,014 

! 

165,155 

CG FAREAST Activities 

Yokota, Japan 


116.079 

15 

2,186.642 

15 

2.214,552 

CG Activities Europe 

Schinnen. The 
Netherlands 

31 

5.293.618 

30 

4,659.288 

30 

4.729,724 

IMO Liaison 

Curacao. 

Netherlands 

Antilles 

I 

238,427 

1 

207,972 

1 

216,690 

CG Liaison Officer 

Panama City. 
Panama 

1 

306.560 


250.651 

1 

256,692 

Marine Inspection 
Detachment 

Singapore, 

Singapore 

2 

475,136 

9 

1,479,812 

9 

1,440,862 

CG Liaison Officer 

Seoul. South 
Korea 

1 

232-029 


205.962 

I 

187.283 

World Maritime 

University Instructor 

Maimo. 

Sweden 

1 

180.600 


163,014 

1 

165,155 

Exchange Pilot 

Cornwall. 

United 

Kingdom 


168,114 


133,989 

1 

135,854 

Total 

61 

11,436,618 

82 

13,032,504 

82 

13,057.401 
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Reimbursable 



FYt3 Actuals 

FY14 Proiected 

FY15 Planned 


Office Function 

Location 

#Pos. 

FY13 

Total 

# 

Pot. 

FY14 

Total 

# 

Pos. 

FY15 

Total 

Reimbursing 

Aaenev 

Patrol Forces 
Southwest Asia 
(PATFORSWA) 
and CG Liaison to 
NAVCENT 

Manama, 

Bahrain 

235 

25,523,175 

231 

19.556,090 

231 

19,778,379 

PATFORSW 

A reimbursed 
by Overseas 
Contingency 
Funding 

Senior Defense 
Official/CG 

AttachtJ 

Bridgetown, 

Barbados 

1 

222.454 


267,916 

i 

200,717 

DSCA 

CG Attach^ and CG 
Liaison to RCMP 

Ottawa, 

Canada 

2 

488,549 

2 

408,407 

2 

424,637 

CG Attache 
reimbursed by 
DiA 

CG Attache, 

Airborne Mission 
Technician, and CG 
Liaison Officer 

Bogota, 

Colombia 

3 

708,818 

3 

494,296 

3 

500,450 

CG Attache 
and Airborne 
Mission Tech 
reimbursed by 
DiA 

Deputy Tactical 
Analysis Team 

Cartagena, 

Colombia 

1 

168.114 

1 

133,989 

1 

135,854 

JIATF-S 

Senior Defense 
Official/CG 

Attach^ 

San Jose. Costa 
Rica 

I 

215,023 

I 

242,099 

] 

193,286 

DSCA 

CG Attache and CG 
Liaison Officer 

Santo 

Domingo. 

Dominican 

Republic 

2 

361,202 

2 

326,027 

2 

330,310 

CG Attach^ 
reimbursed by 
DIA 

CG Attacht^ 

Quito, Ecuador 

1 

180.600 

1 

163.014 

1 

165,155 

DIA 

Maritime Advisor 

Tbilisi, Georgia 

1 

180.600 

1 

163,014 

1 

165,155 

DOS EXBS 

CG Staff for 
AFRICOM 

Stuttgart 

AFRICOM 

HO, Germany 

9 

1.836,948 

8 

1.398,786 

8 

1,416,861 

1 billet DSCA 

CG Staff for 

EUCOM 

Stuttgart 
EUCOM HQ, 
Germany 

2 

468.775 

2 

417.423 

2 

423,154 

DSCA 

CG Attach^ 

Port Au Prince, 
Haiti 

1 

385.290 

1 

237,435 

I 

397,976 

DIA 

Proposed to move 
billet to Vietnam 

Jakarta, 

lndone.sia 

1 


0 

. 

0 


DSCA 

National Forces 

Umm Qasr, 

Iraq 

! 

168.114 






CG Attache and 
Assistant Attache 

Kingston, 

Jamaica 

2 

318,627 

2 

260,572 

2 

263,732 

DiA 

Maritime 

Assistance 

Monrovia, 

Liberia 

1 

571-569 

I 

333.035 

1 

549,832 

DOD FMS 

CG Attache 

Floriana, Malta 

1 

180,600 

1 

163-014 

1 

165.155 

DIA 
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FYIS Actuals 

FY14 Proiected 

FY15 Planned 


Office Function 

Location 

#Pos. 

FY13 

Total 

# 

Pos- 

FY14 

Total 

# 

Pos. 

FY15 

Total 

Reimbur.sing 

Agency 

CG Attache and CG 
Assistant Attache 

Mexico City. 
Mexico 

3 

629,595 

2 

371,725 

2 

376,732 

DIA 

Office of Program 
Manager-Facilities 
Security Forces 
Maritime Division 

Riyadh, Saudi 
Arabia 

4 

79L949 

22 

2,984,982 

22 

3,020.339 

Kingdom of 
Saudi Arabia 

CG Attachif 

Caracas, 

Venezuela 


215,023 

1 

190,783 

1 

193,286 

DIA 

Total 

273 

33,615,025 

283 

28,112,607 

283 

28.701.010 



United States Secret Service 



FY13 Actuals 

FY14 Projected 

FYIS Planned 

Office Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FYlS Total 

OHS Attache 

Sydney, Australia 

2 

570,200 

2 

508,664 

2 

647,892 

DHS Attache 

Brasilia, Brazil 

2 

642,872 

2 

753,912 

2 

759,039 

DHS Attache 

Sofia, Bulgaria 

3 

924,127 

3 

898,687 

3 

1,041,697 

DHS Attache 

Ottawa & Montreal, 
Canada 

4 

1,385,874 

4 

1,518,474 

4 

1,537,132 

DHS Attache 

Vancouver, Canada 

3 

640,188 

3 

772,788 

3 

777,872 

DHS Attach^ 

Beijing, China 

1 

275,947 

1 

340,399 

1 

342,472 

DHS Attach^ 

Hong Kong 

3 

621,422 

3 

586,620 

3 

723,203 

DHS Attach^ 

Bogota, Colombia 

4 

513,250 

4 

1,254,120 

4 

1,263,213 

DHS Attach^ 

Tallinn, Estonia 

3 

709,067 

3 

934,057 

3 


Interpol 

Lyon, France 

1 

75,943 

1 

. 

1 

. 

DHS Attach4 

Paris, France 

6 

2,141,480 

6 

2,335,678 

6 

2,359,917 

DHS Attache 

Frankfurt, Germany 

6 

1,478,572 

6 

1,592,671 

6 

1,365,356 

DHS Attache 

Rome, Italy 

8 

2,622,271 

8 

2,177,340 

8 

2,331,033 

DHS Attache 

Amman, Jordan 

1 

349,044 


415,344 

1 

417,408 

DHS Attache 

Mexico City, Mexico 

3 

747,161 

3 

744,380 

m 

1,017,229 

Europol/EC3 

The Hague, Netherlands 

2 




n 
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FY13 Actuals 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 

Office Function 

Location 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

No. of 
Pos. 

FY14 Total 

No. of 

Pos. 

FY15 Total 




384,039 


582,939 


656,894 

DHS Attache 

Lima, Peru 

3 

560,124 

3 

560,124 

3 

830,698 

DHS Attache 

Bucharest, Romania 

3 

825,378 

3 

825,378 

3 

966,007 

DHS Attache 

Moscow, Russia 

1 

379,210 

1 

385,453 


321,357 

DHS Attache 

Pretoria, South Africa 

3 

776,919 

3 

905,160 

3 

913,033 

OHS Attache 

Madrid, Spain 

2 

585,317 

2 

568,093 

2 

505,400 

DHS Attache 

Bangkok, Thailand 

4 

958,641 

4 

958,562 

4 

1,234,266 

DHS Attache 

London, United Kingdom 

6 

1,773,884 

6 

1,599,612 

6 

1,882,362 

Headquarters 

ICASS/CSCS - DC 
Consolidated 

0 

6,835,117 

0 

6,637,145 

0 

8,900,651 

Total 

74 

26,776,047 

74 

27,855,600 

74 

31,470,167 


National Protection and Programs Directorate 



FY13 EOY 

FY14 Projected 

FY15 Planned 




No. 


No. 


No. 



Office 


of 


of 


of 

FY15 

Office 

Function 

Location 

Pos. 

FY13 Total 

Pos. 

FYU Total 

Pos. 

Total 

Office of Biometric 
Identity 

Office of 

Wellington, 





II 


Management 

Director 

New Zealand* 

1 

258,669 


245,028 

■■ 


office of Biometric 
Identity 

Office of 

Canberra, 

■ 

niiii 

II 



■ 

Management 

Direaor 

Australia 




- 

0 


Office of Biometric 
Identity 

Office of 

London, 

■ 

■■I 

■ 



1 

Management 

Director 

England 



■■ 


0 


Total 



3 

725,003 

3 

245,028 

0 

- 


In FY2014, the one position in Wellington, New Zealand, returned to the U.S. in February 2014. 
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DHS Leadershm/Management Position Vacancies 

Question: Please list by office and position all director-level positions and higher across DHS that are vacant 
or held by individuals in an acting capacity. 

ANSWER: The tabic below identifies vacant positions (as of April 7, 2014) that are SES or equivalent and 
have been identified at the ‘Director’ level and above. The ‘Director' designation is a subjective term and DHS 
Components may not apply the same criteria when creating position titles. Many of these positions are now in 
the final stages of the hiring process. 


Component 

Subcomponent 

Position Title 

CBP 

Office of the Commissioner 

Principal Executive for Program Development 

CBP 

Office of Training & 
Development 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner, Training and 
Development 

CBP 

Office of General Counsel 

Associate Chief Counsel (Trade and Finance) 

CBP 

Office of Intelligence and 
Investigative Liaison 

Assistant Commissioner. Intelligence and 
Investigative Liaison 

CBP 

Office of Intelligence and 
Investigative Liaison 

Executive Director, Intelligence and Targeting 

CBP 

Office of International Trade 

Assistant Commissioner, International Trade 

CBP 

Office of International Trade 

Executive Director, Regulatory Audit 

CBP 

Office of Technology 

Innovation and Acquisition 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner, Technology 
Innovation and Acquisition 

CBP 

Office of Information and 
Technology 

Executive Director, Cargo Systems Programs 
Office 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations 

Executive Director, Preclearance 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations 

Executive Director, Cargo and Conveyance 
Security 


Office of Field Operations 

Director, Field Operations (Laredo) 


Office of Field Operations 

Port Director (Laredo) 


U.S. Border Patrol 

Chief of Operations 

CBP 

U.S. Border Patrol 

Deputy Chief for Operational Programs 


Office of the Director 

Chief of Staff 

CIS 

Office of the Director 

Chief, Office of Communications 

CIS 

Office of Management 

Chief, Office of Administration 

CIS 

Office of General Counsel 

Chief Counsel (CIS) 

CIS 

Service Center Operations 

Director, Vermont Service Center 

CIS 

Office of Field Operations 

District Director, Field Services (Los Angeles, 
CA) 

CIS 

Office of Field Operations 

District Director, Field Services (Chicago, IL) 

FEMA 

Office of External Affairs 

Senior Counselor to the Administrator and 
International Relations Officer 

FEMA 

Mission Support Bureau 

Deputy Associate Administrator, Mission 
Support Bureau 







86 


Component 

Subcomponent 

Position Title 

FEMA 

Mission Support Bureau 

Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer 

FEMA 

Protection and National 
Preparedness 

Director, Grants Operations Division 

FEMA 

Protection and National 
Preparedness 

Deputy Assistant Administrator, National 
Continuity Programs 

FEMA 

Federal Insurance and 
Mitigation 

Director, Business Management Division 

FEMA 

Federal Insurance and 

Mitigation 

Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (Mitigation) 

FEMA 

Regional Offices 

Regional Administrator, Region 1 (Boston) 

FEMA 

Regional Offices 

Regional Administrator, Region VIII (Denver) 

FEMA 

Regional Offices 

Regional Administrator, Region IX 
(San Francisco) 

I&A 

Office of the Under Secretary 

Chief of Staff 

I&A 

Office of the Under Secretary 

Director, Border Intelligence Fusion Section 

I&A 

Office of the Deputy Under 
Secretary for Analysis 

Director, Cyber, Infrastructure and Science 
Division 

ICE 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 

Assistant Director, Human Resources 
Management 

ICE 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 

Executive Director, Management and 
Administration 

ICE 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 

Executive Director, Law Enforcement 
Information Sharing Initiative 

ICE 

Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer 

Director, Budget and Program Performance 

ICE 

Office of Training and 
Development 

Director, Office of Training and Development 

ICE 

Office of Information and 
Technology 

Chief Information Officer 

ICE 

Office of Information and 
Technology 

Deputy Chief Information Officer 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement and 
Removal Operations (ERO) 

Deputy Assistant Director, ERO, Field 
Operations 

ICE 

Office of Homeland vSecurity 
Investigations 

Deputy Assistant Director, Homeland Security 
Investigative Services 

ICE 

Office of Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Assistant Director, Operations 

ICE 

Office of Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Special Agent in Charge (Washington, DC) 

ICE 

Office of Professional 
Responsibility 

Division Director for Investigations 

MGMT 

Office of Chief Readiness 
Support Officer 

Director, Headquarters Management and 
Development 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief 

Information Officer 

Director, Enterprise System Development 

Office 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief 

Information Officer 

Executive Director, Office of Applied 
Technology (Chief Technology Officer) 
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Component 

Subcomponent 

Position Title 

OHA 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 
for Health Affairs 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Health Affairs/Deputy Chief Medical Officer 

OS 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs 

Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs 

OS 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Legislative 
Affairs 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Counselor to die General Counsel 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Deputy Associate General Counsel for General 
Law 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Deputy Associate General Counsel for 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 
(NPPD) 

POLICY 

Office of Policy 

Assistant Secretary for Policy 

POLICY 

Office of Asst. Secretary for 
State & Local Law 

Enforcement 

Assistant Secretary for State and Local Law 
Enforcement 

POLICY 

Office of the Asst, Secretary 
for Private Sector 

Assistant Secretary for Private Sector 

POLICY 

Office of the Asst, Secretary 
for Policy Integration and 
Implementation 

Assistant Secretary for Policy Integration and 
Implementation 

POLICY 

Office of the Asst, Secretary 
for Policy Integration and 
Implementation 

Senior Director, Immigration and Border 
Security 




POLICY 

Office of Screening 
Coordination 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Screening 
Coordination Office 

POLICY 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 
for Policy Integration and 
Implementation 

Deputy Assistant Secretary, Immigration and 
Border and Security 

NPPD 

Office of the Under Secretary 
for National Protection and 
Programs Directorate (NPPD) 

Deputy Under Secretary for NPPD 

NPPD 

Office of the Under Secretary 
for NPPD 

Director, Management Services 

NPPD 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 
for Cybersecurity and 
Communications 

Director, Federal Network Security 

NPPD 

Office of Biometric Identity 
Management 

Chief Technology Officer 

S&T 

Under Secretary for Science 
and Technology (S&T) 

Chief of Staff 

S&T 

Acquisition Support and 
Operations Analysis Division 

Director, Acquisition Support and Operations 
Analysis Division 

S&T 

Support to the Homeland 
Security Enterprise and First 
Responders 

Director, Office for Interoperability and 
Compatibility 




88 


Component 

Subcomponent 

Position Title 

S&T 

Homeland Security Advanced 
Research Projects Agency 
(HSARPA) 

Director, HSARPA 

S&T 

HSARPA 

Director, Explosives Division 

S&T 

HSARPA 

Director, Chemical Biological Defense 

Division 

S&T 

Research and Development 
Partnerships 

Deputy Director, Office of National 

Laboratories 

USCG 

United States Coast Guard 

Director, Global Maritime Operational Threat 
Response (MOTR) Coordination Center 

USCG 

United States Coast Guard 

Deputy Chief Financial Officer 

USCG 

United States Coast Guard 

Deputy Director, Acquisition Programs 

USSS 

Office of the Director 

Chief of Staff 

USSS 

Office of Government and 
Public Affairs 

Deputy Assistant Director, Office of 
Government and Public Affairs 

USSS 

Office of Administration 

Component Acquisition Executive 

USSS 

Office of Protective 

Operations 

Deputy Assistant Director, Office of Protective 
Operations 

TSA 

Office of the Asst. Secretary 

Chief, Risk Management Officer 

TSA 

Office of Info Technology 

Executive Director, Operations 

TSA 

Office of Global Strategies 

Director, International Operations 

TSA 

Office of Global Strategies 

Regional Director (Asian Pacific Region) 

TSA 

Office of Global Strategies 

Regional Director (Middle East) 

TSA 

Office of Finance and 
Administration 

Director, Financial Management 

TSA 

Office of Security Capabilities 

Director, Deployment Division 

TSA 

Office of Security Policy and 
Industry Engagement 

Senior Liaison Offieer (FAA) 

TSA 

Office of Security Policy and 
Industry Engagement 

Director, Aviation Division 

TSA 

Office of Security Policy and 
Industry Engagement 

Director, Air Cargo Division 

TSA 

Office of Security Policy and 
Industry Engagement 

Director, Surface Division 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors 

Federal Security Director, Boston Logan 
International Airport 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors 

Federal Security Director, Cleveland 
International Airport 

TSA 

Federal Air Marshal 

Strategic Workforce and Engagement Advisor 

TSA 

Federal Air Marshal 

Regional Director, Central Region, Office of 
Field Operations 
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Bonuses 


Question: Please list all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES bonuses provided in 2013 by position, office and 
amount. 

ANSWER: 


Component 

Position 

Bonus 

Amount 

OSEM/CRCL Subtotal: 

$29,132 


Director, Equal Employment Opportunity & Diversity Director 

$10,782 


Deputy Officer, Programs and Compliance 

$10,200 


Director, Programs Division 

$8,150 

OSEM/Executive Secretary Subtotal: 

$9,357 

1 Deputy Executive Secretary, Operations and Administration 

$9,357 

OSEM/Assislant Secretary for Public Affaii^ Subtotal: 

$6,785 

1 Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs 

$6,785 

OSEM/Office of General Counsel Subtotal: 

$80,320 


Associate General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs 

$9,664 


Associate General Counsel for Operations and Enforcement 

$10,335 


Associate General Counsel for Ethics 

$8,800 


Associate General Counsel for National Programs & Protection 
Directorate (NPPD) 

$8,425 


Associate General Counsel for General Law 

$9,826 


Chief of Staff 

$11,865 


Deputy Associate General Counsel for Legal Counsel 

$9,724 


Principal Deputy General Counsel 

$11,681 

OSEM/Policy Subtotal; 



Assistant Secretary for Strategy, Planning, Analysis & Risk 



Associate Director, Identify Management 



Deputy Assistant Secretary for Transborder 



Deputy Assistant Secretary for Risk & Decision Analysis 



Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Affairs 



Deputy Assistant vSecretary, Screening Coordination Office 



Senior Director, Immigration and Border Security 

$12,579 

OSEM/Privacy Officer Subtotal: 

$16,000 


Deputy Chief Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Officer 

$7,900 


Deputy Chief Privacy Officer 

$8,100 


USM/CFO Subtotal: 

$61,802 


Chief Financial Officer (Current CFO retains SES career rights 
for performance award consideration) 

$12,579 


Deputy Director, Office of Budget 

$8,829 


Director, Headquarters Operations 

$7,628 


Director, Financial Management 

$8,736 


Director, Office of Budget 

$8,478 


Director, Departmental GAO/IG Liaison Office 

$8,013 


Director, Resources Management Transformation 

$7,539 
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Component 

Position 

Bonus 

Amount 

1 USM/CHCO Subtotal: 

$67,263 


Chief Human Capita! Officer 

$10,782 


Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer 

$8,250 


Deputy Chief Learning Officer 

$8,985 


Director, Human Resources Management and Services 

$10,711 


Executive Director, Human Capital Policy and Programs 

$10,782 


Executive Director, Human Capital Business Systems 

$8,859 


Executive Director, Diversity and Inclusion 

$8,894 

1 USM/CIO Subtotal: 

$51,157 


Deputy Chief Information Officer 

$8,678 


Deputy Executive Director, Information Technology Services 

$8,510 


Executive Director, Chief Information Security Officer 

$8,319 


Executive Director, Information Sharing 

$8,319 


Executive Director, Information Technology Services Office 

$8,346 


Senior Advisor to Chief Information Officer 

$8,985 

USM/CPO Subtotal: 

$41,565 


Chief Procurement Officer 

$10,782 


Deputy Chief Procurement Officer 

$9,600 


Director, Procurement Policy and Oversight 

$10,701 


Director, Office of Small & Disadvantaged Bu.siness Utilization 

$10,482 

USM/CSO Subtotal: 

$36,124 


Chief Security Officer 

$8,985 


Deputy Chief Security Officer 



Chief, Counterintelligence & Investigation Division 



Chief Personnel Security Officer 


USM/Immediate Office Subtotal; 



Chief of Staff 



Senior Advisor to Under Secretary for Management 



Senior Counselor to Under Secretary for Management 


USM/CRSO Subtotal; 



Chief Readiness Support Officer 

$10,782 


Deputy Chief Readiness Support Officer 

$9,891 


Director, Asset and Logistics Management 

$10,433 


Director. Safety and Environmental Programs 

$9,947 

Grand Total: 

.$543,413 


Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SEvS employees who received a bonus or 
quality step increase (qsi) in 2013, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular office and pay grade, and 
the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

ANSWER: Please see tables below, which include performance-based bonuses. Please note that when the 
number of bonuses/QSI exceeds the number of employees in a specific Grade this is due to an employee 
receiving multiple bonuses or a bonus and QSI in the calendar year. 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/28/2013- Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2013 (Excluding SES/TSES) 


OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
bonuses / 
OSIs 

Total 
amount of 
bonus/QSI 

Office of the Secretary and Executive 
Management 

555 



359 

$521,646 

OSEM 

Assistant Secretary 
For Policy 


Total: 155 



Total: 104 

$168,584 

EX-04 

1 


GS-09 

3 

$8,000 

GS-07 

2 


GS-11 

4 

$4,500 

GS-09 

5 


GS-12 

15 

$19,100 

GS-11 

10 


GS-13 

18 

$28,619 

GS-12 

23 


GS-14 

28 

$46,640 

GS-13 

25 


GS-15 

35 

$55,940 

GS-I4 

36 


SL-00 

1 

$5,786 

GS-I5 

50 





SL-00 

3 






OSEM 

Citizenship and 
Immigration 

Services 

Ombudsman 


Total: 27 



Total: 23 

$28,024 

GS-07 

1 


GS-11 

3 

$4,000 

GS-09 

2 


GS-12 

2 

$1,900 

GS-ll 

4 


GS-13 

9 

$11,014 

GS-12 

2 


GS-14 

5 

$4,360 

GS-13 

9 


GS-15 

4 

$6,750 

GS-14 

5 





GS-15 

4 






OSEM 

Executive 

Secretariat 


Total: 54 



Total: 41 

$42,655 

GS-07 

2 


GS-07 

2 

$806 

GS-09 

5 


GS-09 

5 

$7,100 

GS-il 

7 


GS-11 

5 

$7,350 

GS-12 

10 


GS-12 

9 

$7,450 

GS-13 

6 


GS-13 

5 

$4,319 

GS-14 

8 


GS-14 

7 

$9,950 

GS-15 

6 


GS-15 

8 

$5,680 


OSEM 

Immediate Office of 
the Deputy 

Secretary 


Total: 3 



Total: 2 

$3,000 

EX-02 

1 


GS-12 

1 

$1,500 

GS-12 

1 


GS-13 

1 

$1,500 

GS-13 

1 












OSEM 

Immediate Office of 
the Secretary 


Total: 3 



Total: 1 

$1,751 

EX-01 

1 


GS-14 

1 

$1,751 

GS-14 

1 





GS-15 

1 
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OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
bonuses / 
OSIs 

Total 
amount of 
bonus/OSl 


OSEM 

Intergovernmental 

Affairs 


Total: 10 



Total: 7 

$8,680 

GS-09 

3 


GS-09 

1 

$1,240 

GS-11 

2 


GS-11 

1 

$1,240 

GS-13 

2 


GS-13 

2 

$2,480 

GS-14 

3 


GS-14 

2 

$2,480 

GS-15 

1 


GS-15 

1 

$1,240 


OSEM 

Office for Civil 
Rights and Civil 
Liberties 


Total: 89 



Total: 56 

$108,697 

GS-09 

5 


GS-09 

4 

$5,400 

GS-11 

4 


GS-11 

2 

$2,783 

GS-12 

3 


GS-12 

1 

$2,700 

GS-13 

9 


GS-13 

5 

$8,219 

GS-14 

31 


GS-14 

19 

$38,221 

GS-15 

37 


GS-15 

25 

$51,375 


OSEM 

Office of 

Legislative Affairs 


Total: 26 



Total: 0 

$0 

GS-08 

1 





GS-11 

6 





GS-12 

2 





GS-13 

1 





GS-14 

6 





GS-15 

10 






1 






OSEM 

Office of Public 
Affairs 


Total; 22 



Total: 1 

$69 

GS-07 

1 


GS-09 

1 

$69 

GS-09 

4 





GS-11 

2 





GS-12 

1 





GS-13 

4 





GS-14 

5 





GS-15 

5 





I 

OSEM 

Office of the Chief 
of Staff 


Total; 10 



Total: 2 

$1,900 

GS-07 

1 


GS-09 

1 

$950 

OS-09 

1 


GS-14 

1 

$950 

GS-11 

2 





GS-13 

1 





GS-14 

3 





GS-15 

2 






OSEM 1 Office of the | | Total: 133 | | | Total: 90 | $115,821 





93 


OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
bonuses / 
OSIs 

Total 
amount of 
bonus/OSI 


General Counsel 

EF-OO 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$1,000 

EX-04 

1 


GS-09 

1 

$1,500 

GS-01 

1 


GS-ll 

5 

$4,850 

GS-02 

1 


GS-12 

4 

$3,300 

GS-04 

1 


GS-13 

2 

$1,765 

GS-07 

2 


GS-14 

17 

$17,330 

GS-09 

1 


GS-15 

58 

$74,575 

GS-II 

8 


SL-00 

2 

$11,500 

GS-12 

8 





GS-13 

7 





GS-14 

28 





GS-15 

72 





SL-00 

2 






OSEM 

Office of the 

Privacy Officer 


Total: 34 



Total: 32 

$42,465 

GS-05 

1 


GS-12 

5 

$5,916 

GS-12 

5 


GS-13 

12 

$11,842 

GS-13 

12 


GS-14 

5 

$6,664 

GS-14 

5 


GS-15 

10 

$18,043 

GS-15 

II 





j 

Under Secretary for 
Management 


Total: 

1,563 



Total: 1,377 

$1,762,049 

i 

USM 

Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer 


Total: 232 



Total: 207 

$221,922 

GS-0! 

1 


GS-04 

2 

$1,000 

GS-03 

2 


GS-05 

2 

$1,000 

GS-04 

3 


GS-07 

3 

$1,154 

GS-05 

2 


GS-09 

13 

$7,222 

GS-07 

2 


GS-ll 

8 

$5,842 

GS-09 

16 


GS-12 

25 

$22,278 

GS-ll 

12 


GS-13 

36 

$34,301 

GS-i2 

27 


GS-14 

78 

$87,786 

GS-13 

42 


GS-15 

40 

$61,340 

GS-14 

84 





GS-15 

41 





1 

USM 

Office of the Chief 
Human Capital 
Officer 


Total: 201 



Total: 152 

$225,704 

GS-04 

2 


GS-04 

2 

$389 

GS-05 

1 


GS-05 

1 

$130 

GS-07 

5 


GS-07 

3 

$1,296 

GS-08 

3 


GS-08 

1 

$389 

GS-09 

9 


GS-09 

5 

$1,814 
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OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
bonuses / 
OSls 

Total 
amount of 
bonus/QSI 



GS-11 

11 


GS-11 

8 

$3,419 

GS-12 

12 


GS-12 

10 

$7,772 

GS-13 

36 


GS-13 

25 

$26,930 

GS-!4 

81 


GS-14 

61 

$94,532 

GS-15 

41 


GS-15 

36 

$89,033 


USM 

Office of the Chief 
Information Officer 


Total; 329 



Total: 295 

$454,785 

GS-01 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$2,000 

GS-04 

1 


GS-09 

2 

$2,100 

GS-07 

1 


GS-11 

5 

$6,200 

GS-09 

2 


GS-12 

10 

$12,700 

GS-1 1 

5 


GS-13 

61 

$90,700 

GS-12 

12 


GS-14 

125 

$185,240 

GS-13 

69 


GS-15 

90 

$152,845 

GS-14 

139 


SL-00 

1 

$3,000 

GS-15 

98 





SL-00 

1 






USM 

Office of the Chief 
Procurement 

Officer 


Total: 451 



Total; 441 

$480,411 

GS-04 

1 


GS-04 

1 

$250 

GS-06 

1 


GS-06 

1 

$800 

GS-07 

10 


GS-07 

9 

$6,200 

GS-09 

26 


OS-09 

25 

$7,350 

GS-11 

25 


GS-11 

23 

$9,970 

GS-12 

71 


GS-12 

73 

$39,840 

GS-13 

63 


GS-13 

59 

$53,350 

GS-14 

69 


GS-14 

69 

$72,771 

GS-15 

182 


GS-15 

178 

$278,380 

SL-00 

3 


SL-00 

3 

$11,501 

1 

USM 

Office of the Chief 
Security Officer 


Total: 227 



Total: 176 

$232,748 

GS-04 

1 


GS-04 

1 

$400 

GS-07 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$900 

GS-09 

4 


GS-09 

3 

$3,300 

GS-ll 

13 


GS-11 

10 

$10,869 

GS-12 

43 


GS-12 

32 

$33,577 

GS-13 

87 


GS-13 

66 

$74,330 

GS-14 

60 


GS-14 

49 

$76,155 

GS-15 

18 


GS-15 

14 

$33,217 


USM 

Immediate Office of 
the Under Secretary 
for Management 


Total: 12 



Total: 08 

$11,550 

EX-02 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$500 

GS-07 

1 


GS-11 

1 

$750 
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OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
bonuses / 
OSIs 

Total 
amount of 
bonus/OSI 



GS-11 

1 


GS-13 

1 

$1,000 

GS-13 

1 


GS-14 

3 

$3,300 

GS-14 

5 


GS-15 

1 

$1,500 

GS-15 

2 


SL-00 

1 

$4,500 

SL-00 

1 






USM 

Office of the Chief 
Readiness Support 
Officer 


Total: 1 1 1 



Total: 98 

$134,928 

GS-06 

1 


GS-06 

1 

$1,200 

GS-08 

2 


GS-08 

2 

$1,527 

GS-09 

1 


GS-11 

1 

$1,465 

GS-11 

1 


GS-12 

7 

$10,260 

GS-12 

7 


GS-13 

29 

$41,185 

GS-13 

34 


GS-14 

38 

$52,855 

GS-14 

42 


GS-15 

20 

$26,435 

GS-15 

23 






Grand Totals: j 2,118 | | | 1,736 | $2,283,695 


Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/28/2013 - Bonus (Awards) and QSls 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2013 (Excluding SES/TSES) 


Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received 
bonus/OSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


CBP 


Tolal:.59,802 



Total: 26,892 

$27,111,957 


GG-05 

9 


GG-05 

4 

$1,139 

GG-06 

7 


GG-06 

7 

$2,133 

GG-07 

35 


GG-07 

16 

$7,551 

GG-09 

8 


GG-09 

7 

$2,511 

GG-11 

29 


GG-11 

19 

$11,564 

GG-12 

391 


GG-12 

234 

$160,573 

GG-13 

89 


GG-13 

59 

$41,838 

GG-14 

5 


GG-i4 

6 

$7,650 

GL-05 

293 


GL-07 

4 

$3,861 

GL-07 

384 


GL-09 

88 

$81,647 

GL-09 

880 


GS-02 

3 

$1,720 

GS-01 

2 


GS-03 

3 

$1,691 

GS-02 

15 


GS-04 

15 

$5,645 

GS-03 

28 


GS-05 

43 

$27,027 

GS-04 

76 


GS-06 

21 

$20,614 

GS-05 

406 


GS-07 

747 

$525,848 

GS-06 

54 


GS-08 

18 

$7,170 
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Agency 

Grade 

1 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received 
bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


GS-07 

2,208 


GS-09 

848 

$618,180 

GS-08 

35 


GS-11 

1,429 

$1,302,160 

GS-09 

1,922 


GS-12 

14,220 

$13,259,471 

GS-11 

3,666 


GS-13 

5,822 

$6,396,155 

GS-12 

34,325 


GS-14 

2,269 

$3,005,219 

GS-!3 

10,224 


GS-15 

738 

$1,366,689 

GS-14 

3,305 


ST-00 

1 

$4,000 

GS-15 

854 


WG-05 

1 

$200 

ST-00 

1 


WG-06 

25 

$17,442 

WG-04 

1 


WG-08 

7 

$5,150 

WG-05 

1 


WG-10 

170 

$142,548 

WG-06 

37 


WL-10 

26 

$25,317 

WG-07 

1 


WS-05 

1 

$250 

WG-08 

28 


WS-10 

39 

$56,195 

WG-10 

369 


WS-12 

2 

$2,800 

WL-07 

1 





WL-10 

45 





WS-05 

1 





WS-10 

65 





WS-12 

2 







CIS 


Total; 12,835 



Total: 1,943 

$2,804,475 

GS-02 

3 


GS-04 

4 

$1,169 

GS-03 

8 

1 


24 

$10,763 

GS-04 

46 


GS-06 

25 


GS-05 

462 

1 


120 

$68,137 

GS-06 

239 

1 


8 

$7,065 

GS-07 

1,299 


GS-09 

130 

$96,243 

GS-08 

62 


GS-10 

6 

$6,039 

GS-09 

1,832 


GS-11 

167 

$138,565 

GS-10 

25 


GS-12 

210 

$225,228 

GS-11 

816 


GS-13 

343 

$447,564 

GS-12 

3,451 


GS-14 

566 

$958,066 

GS-13 

2,279 


GS-15 

340 

$835,042 

GS-14 

1,556 





GS-15 

755 





WG-06 

1 





ED-00 

1 






DNDO 


Total: 109 



Total: 66 

$96,893 

GS-01 

1 


GS-12 

3 

$2,760 

GS-04 

1 


GS-13 

7 

$6,920 


















$2,408 

$1,154 

$179 

$9,449 

$820,692 

$188 

$1,733 

$2,276 

$6,110 

$16,550 

$12,799 

$146,120 
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Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received 
bonus/QS! 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


GS-06 

67 


GS-08 

618 

$189,147 

GS-07 

669 


GS-09 

308 

$110,537 

GS-08 

663 


GS-10 

1 

$261 

GS-09 

357 


GS-n 

867 

$401,345 

GS-10 

1 


GS-12 

2,802 

$1,301,664 

GS-11 

990 


GS-13 

5,628 

$3,504,896 

GS-12 

3,077 


GS-14 

2,756 

$2,708,575 

GS-13 

6,582 


GS-15 

860 

$1,424,446 

GS-14 

3,131 


WG-06 

2 

$442 

GS-15 

923 


WG-07 

1 

$286 

WG-06 

3 


WG-10 

28 

$9,020 

WG-07 

2 


WG-11 

1 

$401 

WG-10 

30 


WL-10 

1 

$382 

WG-11 

1 


WS-09 

1 

$832 

WL-10 

1 


WS-10 

1 

$900 

WS-09 

1 

J 

WS-11 

1 

$935 

WS-10 

1 





WS-11 

1 






NPPD 


Total: 2,850 



Total: 56 

$33,358 

EF-00 

1 


GS-09 

1 

$275 

EX-03 

1 


GS-12 

17 

$6,585 

GM-14 

1 


GS-13 

13 

$8,789 

GM-15 

1 


GS-14 

21 

$11,728 

GS-03 

5 


GS-15 

3 

$1,980 

GS-04 

1 


ST-00 

1 

$4,001 

GS-05 

1 1 





GS-06 

1 





GS-07 

45 





GS-08 

23 





GS-09 

124 





GS-10 

6 





GS-11 

156 





GS-12 

760 





GS-13 

689 





GS-14 

695 





GS-15 

329 





ST-00 

1 






Office of Health 
Affairs 


Total: 83 



Total: 76 

$134,707 

GP-15 

4 


GP-15 

3 

$3,295 

GS-07 

1 


GS-09 

3 

$2,545 

GS-09 

3 


GS-11 

4 

$6,060 
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Agency 

Grade 

On-board 



Number of 
Employees who 
received 
bonus/OSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


GS-ll 

5 



4 

$5,895 

GS-12 

4 



11 

$15,165 

GS-13 

12 



26 

$40,612 

GS-14 

28 


rcfciM 

19 

$28,135 

GS-15 

19 


SL-00 

1 

$4,000 

SL-00 

1 



5 

$29,000 

ST-00 

6 






Office of the 
Inspector General 


Total: 697 



Total: 23 

$23,350 

GL-09 

1 


GS-09 

3 


GS-04 

11 


GS-ll 

3 


GS-05 

5 



7 


GS-06 

1 


mm 

6 

$4,875 

GS-07 

6 


GS-14 

3 

$6,500 

GS-08 

2 



1 

$1,500 

GS-09 

13 





GS-n 

44 





GS-12 

140 





GS-13 

265 





GS-14 

143 





GS-15 

66 






A&O* 


Total: 814 



Total: 503 

$980,597 

GS-03 

3 


GS-05 

1 

$85 

GS-04 

1 


GS-07 

5 

$4,543 

GS-05 

2 


GS-09 

6 

$9,037 

GS-07 

12 


GS-ll 

20 

$31,889 

GS-09 

24 


GS-12 

59 

$88,3.37 

GS-ll 

50 


GS-13 

123 

$189,583 

GS-12 

109 


GS-14 

164 

$321,281 

GS-13 

200 


GS-15 

120 

$307,842 

GS-14 

250 


SL-00 

5 

$28,000 

GS-15 

157 





SL-00 

6 












Science and 
Technology 


Total: 444 



Total: 337 

$635,239 

AD-00 

10 


AD-00 

8 

$16,895 

GS-02 

1 


GS-02 

1 

$249 

GS-03 

1 


GS-03 

1 

$280 

GS-04 

2 


GS-04 

1 

$548 

GS-06 

1 


GS-07 

6 

$4,068 
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Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received 
bonus/OSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


GS-07 

10 


GS-08 

1 

$411 

GS-08 

3 


GS-09 

11 

$7,979 

GS-09 

18 


GS-11 

12 

$8,763 

GS-U 

18 


GS-12 

27 

$27,204 

GS-12 

36 


GS-13 

38 

.$5.5,112 

GS-13 

52 


GS-14 

75 

$127,773 

GS-14 

98 


GS-15 

126 

$248,528 

GS-15 

161 


SL-00 

2 

$9,500 

SL-00 

2 


ST-00 

22 

$122,000 

ST-00 

22 


WG-06 

3 

$2,618 

WG-06 

6 


WL-06 

1 

$936 

WL-06 

1 


WS-06 

2 

$2,376 

WS-06 

2 






Transportation 

Security 

Administration 


Total :62,840 



Total: 47,525 

$72,526,293 

EX-04 

1 


SV-03 

1 

$1,200 

SV-02 

1 


SV-04 

4,099 

$5,969,324 

SV-03 

11 


SV-05 

19,461 

$31,566,268 

SV-04 

8,129 


SV-06 

7,754 

$13,048,153 

SV-OS 

26,532 


SV-07 

5,478 

$9,026,689 

SV-06 

9,067 


SV-08 

2,911 

$2,455,838 

SV-07 

6,402 


SV-09 

4,777 

.$5,168,515 

SV-08 

3,226 


SV-10 

2,060 

$3,167,894 

SV-09 

6,316 


SV-11 

916 

$1,873,089 

SV-10 

2,205 


SV-12 

68 

$249,323 

SV-11 

877 





SV-12 

73 






USCG 


Total: 8,647 



Total: 222 

$194,723 

AD-00 

94 


GM-13 

1 

$1,-500 

AL-02 

1 


GS-04 

1 

$250 

AL-03 

5 


GS-05 

8 

$2,000 

GL-09 

1 


GS-06 

3 

$1,298 

GM-13 

18 


GS-07 

17 

$11,646 

GM-14 

II 


GS-08 

8 

$77,249 

GS-04 

28 


GS-09 

18 

$7,997 

GS-05 

178 


GS-11 

23 

$10,098 

GS-06 

238 


GS-12 

40 

$13,798 

GS-07 

745 


GS-13 

38 

$20,450 

GS-08 

186 


GS-14 

33 

$19,800 

GS-09 

634 


GS-15 

14 

$13,686 

GS-10 

27 


SL-00 

1 

$4,001 
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Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received 
bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


Gs-n 

984 


WG-06 

1 

$250 


GS-12 

1,687 


WG-08 

1 

$250 


GS-13 

1,469 


WG-09 

4 

$2,350 


GS-14 

665 


WG-10 

3 

$1,250 


GS-15 

208 


WG-1 1 

2 

$400 


SL-00 

1 


WG-12 

1 

$2,000 


WD-05 

8 


WL-09 

1 

$1,000 


WD-06 

2 


WL-10 

1 

$500 


WD-07 

5 


WL-12 

1 

$200 


WD-08 

26 


WS-ll 

1 

$250 


WG-02 

8 


WS-14 

1 

$2,500 


WG-03 

33 






WG-04 

2 






WG-05 

69 






WG-06 

61 






WG-07 

48 






WG-08 

141 






WG-09 

127 






WG-10 

507 






WG-ll 

116 






WG-12 

22 






WG-13 

3 






WL-05 

2 






WL-06 

4 






WL-07 

4 






WL-08 

7 






WL-09 

16 






WL-10 

110 






WL-1 1 

14 






WL-12 

3 






WS-05 

2 






WS-06 

4 






WS-07 

1 






WS-08 

2 






WS-09 

13 






WS-10 

42 






WS-ll 

33 






WS-12 

8 






WS-13 

4 






WS-14 

7 






WS-15 

9 






WS-18 

4 







103 


Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received 
bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


usss 


Total: 6,424 



Total: 118 

$101,203 

EF-OO 

i 


GL-09 

1 

$975 

EF-14 

1 


GS-06 

1 

$500 

GL-07 

33 


GS-07 

2 

$1,000 

GL-08 

12 


GS-08 

4 

$2,000 

GL-09 

132 


GS-09 


$500 

GL-IO 

20 


GS-ll 

3 

$1,975 

GM-I3 

1 


GS-12 

14 

$12,050 

GM-14 

1 


GS-13 

76 

$66,675 

GS-03 

9 


GS-14 

6 

$5,375 

GS-04 

20 


GS-i5 

6 

$6,253 

GS-05 

14 


LE-Ol 

2 

$1,950 

GS-06 

8 


WG-08 

2 

$1,950 

GS-07 

46 





GS-()8 

181 





GS-09 

127 





GS-iO 

7 





GS-ll 

256 





GS-12 

398 





GS-13 

2,994 





GS-14 

620 





GS-15 

217 





LE-OI 

1,049 





LE-04 

166 





LE-05 

62 





LE-07 

22 





LE-08 

14 





LE-09 

5 





LE-11 

1 





SL-OO 

2 





WG-08 

2 





WG-14 

3 






Grand Total | I 192,986 Tl i 100,747 j $ 123 , 664,4553 


*Note; A&O is Office of Operations Coordination and Planning and the Office of Intelligence & Analysis. 

Question: Please provide a table .showing how much is requested in the fiscal year 2015 budget for bonuses for 
OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO political employees; OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES employees; and OSEM, 
USM, CIO, and CFO non-SES employees. 
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ANSWER: The bonuses are included within the salaries and benefits object classes in the FY 2015 Budget 
Request. While there is no specific amount requested for bonuses, the following table provides an estimate. 
Political appointees cannot receive bonuses per current Administration policy. 


FY 2015 Budget Estimate for Bonuses 

Appropriation 

Political Employees 

SES Employees 

Non-SES Employees 

Total 

OSEM 

$ 

$ 524,074 

$ 

671,665 

$ 1,195,739 

USM 

$ 

$ 329,824 

$ 

992,868 

$ 1,322,691 

OCFO 

$ 

$ 92,707 

$ 

261,942 

$ 354,650 

OCIO 

$ 

$ 74,891 

$ 

338,772 

$ 413,663 

Grand Total 

$ 

$ 1,021,496 

$ 

2,265,246 

$ 3,286,742 


Travel 


Question: Please provide a detailed justification for the fiscal year 2015 travel budgets for the Secretary, 
Deputy Secretary and the Chief of Staff as compared to the fiscal years 2011-14 enacted levels and identify the 
travel “offsets” claimed in the budget that allow for a reduced request. Please also provide travel costs 
projected for the new direct reporting offices (Private Sector, State and Local Law Enforcement, and 
International Affairs) and compare with funding provided previously for those functions under the Office of 
Policy. Please indicate those instances in fiscal year 201 1 and to dale where the Secretary or Deputy Secretary 
travel was provided by Coast Guard aircraft, and projected and budgeted for the remainder of the year and for 
fiscal year 2015. 

ANSWER: 


Travel Budget 

Amount in Thousands of dollars 

Office 

FYIi 

C.R. 

FY12 

Revised 

Enacted 

FY13 

Revised 

Enacted 

FY14 

Enacted 

FYI5 

Request 

Office of the Secretary 

2000 

2427 

1485 

1485 

1359 

Office of the Deputy 
Sccretarv 

697 

518 

371 

322 

301 

Chief of Staff 

380 

339 

169 

169 

169 


Reduced levels in the FY 2013 Enacted and FY 2014 request are a result of Executive Order 13589 directing 
agencies to reduce travel from FY 2010 levels by no less than 20 percent. Further reductions in FY 2013 
enacted, FY 2014 enacted, and FY 2015 request are a result of utilization of lower cost methods of 
transportation including AMTRAK, government car, and commercial carrier and a reduction in frequency of 
travel. 

Requests to break out these three offices to directly report to the Secretary have not been approved by Congress, 
and the Department does not request these new direct reporting offices in 2015. As a result, the travel costs for 
these offices have been, and continue to be, included in the Office of Policy’s budget projections and 
Expenditure Plans. 





105 


Office of Policy Travel by Sub-Office 

FY 2014 

FY20I5 

Office of International Affairs 

$173,634 

$260,000 

Pi'ivate Sector Office 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Office for State and Local Law Enforcement 

$25,000 

$25,000 


FY 201 1 Trips 


Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

GovT 

Aircraft 

Cost 

Aircraft 

SI 

10/09/2010 

10/09/2010 

Philadelphia, PA 

$4,172 

USCG 

Si 

10/16/2010 

10/18/2010 

Albuquerque, NM (Personal); San 
Dic^o, CA 

$45,492 

USCG 

Si 

10/25/2010 

10/25/2010 

Orlando, FL 

$17,044 

USCG 

SI 

10/28/2010 

10/29/2010 

Albuquerque, NM (Personal); 
Colorado Springs, CO; Denver. CO 

$37,116 

USCG 

SI 

11/05/2010 

11/06/2010 

Bangor, ME; Halifax, Nova Scotia 

$25,216 

USCG 

SI 

11/19/2010 

11/20/2010 

Lisbon, Portugal 

$62,776 

USCG 

SI 

11/22/2010 

11/22/2010 

Trenton, NJ; New York, NY 

$8,981 

USCG 

Si 

11/28/2010 

U/30/2010 

Panama City, Panama; Mexico City, 
Mexico 

$54,651 

USCG 

Si 

12/03/2010 

12/05/2010 

New York, NY 

$6,560 

USCG 

SI 

12/16/2010 

12/17/2010 

Scottsdale, AZ (Personal); Tucson, 

AZ; Nogales, AZ; Phoenix, AZ 

$43,120 

USCG 

SI 


12/22/2010 

Detroit. Ml 

$9,990 

USCG 


12/23/2010 

12/26/2010 

Albuquerque, NM; Danville, CA 

$49,909 

USCG 

SI 


mmmm 




SI 

■ilMrlrlilll 

mmmAU 


$66,575 

USCG 

SI 




$33,110 

USCG 

SI 

mmssm 

msma 

Albuquerque, NM 

$31,7.59 

USCG 

SI 

02/21/2011 

02/24/2011 

Brownsville. TX; Kev West. FL 

$36,981 

USCG 

SI 

03/05/201 } 

03/05/201 1 

New York, NY 

$7,270 

USCG 

SI 

■nm 

03/13/2011 

Albuquerque, NM 

$33,182 

USCG 

SI 

03/14/201 1 

03/15/2011 

Boston. MA; Denver. CO 

$36,451 

USCG 

SI 

03/24/201! 

03/28/201 1 

Ei Paso. TX; Albuquerque, NM; 
Phoenix, AZ (Personal); Danville, 

CA (Personal); Los Angeles, CA 

$53,134 

USCG 

Si 

04/12/2011 

04/15/2011 

Budapest, Hungary 

$83,182 

USCG 

Si 

04/19/2011 

04/20/2011 

New York, NY 

$6,819 

USCG 

SI 

04/21/2011 

04/25/201 1 

Anesia, NM; Albuquerque, NM 
(Personal); Coronado, CA (Personal); 
Phoenix. AZ (Personal); Los 

Angeles, CA; Berkeley, CA 

$56,987 

USCG 

SI 

05/07/201 1 

05/09/201 1 

Atlanta, GA; Ringgold, GA 

$11,369 

USCG 

SI 

05/10/2011 

05/10/20] I 

El Paso, TX 

$18,084 

USCG 

Si 

05/18/2011 

05/19/201 1 

New London, CT; Albuquerque, NM 
(Personal); Las Vegas, NV 

$49,703 

USCG 

S! 

05/22/2011 

05/28/201 1 

Mumbai, India; Delhi, India 

$173,753 

USCG 

Si 

05/29/201 1 

05/29/201 1 

Indianapolis, IN; Muscle Shoal.s, AL; 
Hackleburg, AL 

$17,989 

USCG 

SI 

06/01/2011 

06/0 1 /20U 

Huntington, WV 

$6,614 

USCG 

SI 

06/07/201 1 

06/07/2011 

New York, NY 

$6,729 

USCG 

Si 

06/08/201 ! 

06/08/20! 1 

Joplin, MO 

$17,439 

USCG 

SI 

06/11/2011 

06/12/2011 

Albuquerque, NM 

$28,145 

USCG 



















106 


Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

GovH 

Aircraft 

Cost 

Aircraft 

SI 

06/18/2011 

06/23/201 1 

London, UK; Amsterdam, 

Rotterdam, the Hague, Netherlands: 
Brussels, Belgium 

$82,558 

USCG 

SI 

06/29/201 1 

07/02/201 1 

Madrid, Spain; Vienna, Austria 

$94,666 

USCG 

SI 

07/07/201 1 

07/10/2011 

Nogales, AZ; Phoenix, AZ; 
Albuquerque, NM (Personal) 

$44,144 

USCG 

Si 

07/16/2011 

07/16/2011 

Princeton, NJ 

$4,648 

USCG 

Si 

07/22/201 1 

07/24/2011 

Beckley/Lansing, WV 

$6,449 

USCG 

SI 

07/26/201 1 

07/31/2011 

Aspen, CO; Reno, NV/ Lake Tahoe, 
CA (Persona!) 

$45,575 

USCG 

SI 

08/04/201 1 

08/05/2011 

New York, NY 

$8,513 

USCG 

Si 

08/08/2011 

08/11/2011 

New Orleans, LA; Bossier City, LA 

$21,652 

USCG 

Si 

08/12/2011 

08/15/2011 

Albuquerque, NM (Personal); 
Winnipeg, Canada 

$36,671 

USCG 

SI 

08/18/2011 

08/18/2011 

New Yoric, NY 

$9,030 

USCG 

Si 

08/22/2011 

08/23/2011 

Anniston, AL; Little Rock, AR; 
Glynco, GA 

$24,673 

USCG 

SI 

08/31/2011 

08/31/2011 

Albany, NY; Prattsville, NY; 
Teterboro, NJ; Paterson, NJ; Lincoln 
Park, NJ 

$10,321 

USCG 

Si 

09/01/2011 

09/04/201 1 

Dallas, TX, Reno, NV / Lake Tahoe, 
CA (Personal) 

$42,686 

USCG 

SI 

09/05/2011 

09/05/201 1 

New Haven. CT; Hartford, CT 

$9,167 

USCG 

SI 

09/09/2011 

09/11/201} 

New York, NY; Boston, MA 


USCG 

SI 



Madison, WI 

$15,248 

USCG 

SI 

09/20/2011 

09/21/2011 




SI 

09/22/201 ! 

09/22/2011 

Joplin, MO 

$19,328 

USCG 

S2 

10/03/2010 

10/04/2010 

Seattle, WA 

$44,550 

USCG 

S2 



Luxembourg 

$75,735 

USCG 

S2 




$94,953 

USCG 

S2 

11/18/2010 

11/20/2010 

Ottawa, Canada; Hague. 

Netherlands: Rotterdam, 

Netherlands; Brussels, Belgium 

$78,809 

USCG 

S2 

01/09/2011 

01/14/2011 

Ramstein AFB. Germany (refuel); 

New Delhi, India; Brussels. Belgium 

$186,527 

USCG 

S2 

02/03/201 1 

02/08/2011 

Krakow, Poland; Brussels, Belgium 

$72,642 

USCG 

S2 

03/06/201 1 

03/07/2011 

Bnissels, Belgium 

$77,402 

USCG 

S2 

05/10/2011 

05/11/2011 

Key West, FL 

$8,631 

USCG 

S2 

05/15/2011 

05/17/2011 

Burlington, VT; Brussels, Belgium; 
Paris, France 

$76,782 

USCG 

S2 

06/14/2011 

06/17/2011" 

Berlin, Germany; Stockholm, 

Sweden; Brussels, Belgium; Hague, 
Netherlands 

$91,101 

USCG 

S2 

08/16/2011 

08/16/2011 

New Orleans, LA 

$19,391 

USCG 

S2 

09/08/201 1 

09/10/2011 

Charleston, SC; Newaric, NJ 

$14,399 

USCG 

S2 

09/26/201 1 

09/29/201 1 

Strasbourg, Paris, France 

$83,323 

USCG 


FY 2012 Trips 


Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Gov’t 

Aircraft 

Cost 

Aircraft 

Si 

10/01/2011 

10/02/201 1 

Santa Fe, NM; Albuquerque, NM 
(Personal) 

$32,895 

USCG 

SI 

10/06/2011 

10/07/201! 

New Haven, CT; Ypsiianti, MI; 
Detroit, MI 

$16,667 

USCG 
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SI 

10/18/2011 

10/18/2011 

New York, NY 

$7,073 

USCG 

Si 

i 0/20/20 11 

10/20/201 1 

Raleigh, NC; Chapel Hill, NC; 
Durham, NC 

$10,268 

USCG 

SI 

ii/9/20i! 

11/10/2011 

Nassmi, Bahamas 

$19,983 

USCG 

Si 

12/9/2011 

12/11/2011 

New York, NY 

$6,905 

USCG 

Si 

12/14/2011 

12/15/201! 

Scottsdale, AZ 

$39,870 

USCG 

Si 

12/23/201! 

12/26/2011 

Albuqueiriue, NM; Danville, CA 

$53,572 

USCG 

Si 

01/15/2012 

01/16/2012 

Albuquenjue, NM 

$32,330 

USCG 

Si 

01/20/2012 

01/22/2012 

Atlantic City, NJ; Plum Island. NY 

$12,686 

USCG 

Si 

02/1/2012 

02/1/2012 

Indianapolis, IN 

$12,160 

USCG 

SI 

02/18/2012 

02/21/2012 

Tucson, AZ; McAllen, TX 

$46,960 

USCG 

SI 

02/27/2012 

02/29/2012 

Mexico City, MX; Guatemala City, 
Guatemala; San Salvador. El 

Salvador; San Jose, Costa Rica; 
Panama City, Panama 

$63,223 

USCG 

Si 

03/09/2012 

03/11/2012 

New York, NY 

$39,976 

USCG 

Si 

03/25/2012 

03/26/2012 

Phoenix, AZ 

.$37,465 

USCG 

SI 

04/03/2012 

04/04/2012 

Phoenix, AZ 

$38,047 

USCG 

SI 

04/30/2012 

05/06/2012 

Honolulu, HI; Wellington, NZ; 
Canberra, Australia; Brisbane, 
Australia 

$204,599 

USCG 

Si 

05/12/2012 

05/12/2012 

New Orleans, LA 

$21,095 

USCG 

SI 

05/16/2012 

05/16/2012 

New London, CT 

$0 

USCG 

SI 

06/03/2012 

06/04/2012 

New York, NY 

$6,573 

USCG 

SI 

06/14/2012 

06/17/2012 

Danville, CA 

$50,196 

USCG 

SI 

06/20/2012 

06/23/2012 

Copenhagen, Denmark; Paris, 

France; Brussels, Belgium 

$82,660 

USCG 

SI 

06/26/2012 

06/26/2012 

Orlando. FL 

$18,996 

USCG 

SI 

06/30/2012 

06/30/2012 

Dallas, TX 

$25,498 

USCG 

SI 

07/02/2012 

07/03/2012 

Denver, CO; Colorado Springs, CO; 
Boise, ID 

$31,284 

USCG 

SI 

07/04/2012 

07/08/2012 





07/10/2012 

07/13/2012 

Brasilia, Brazil; Sao Paulo, Brazil; 
Santo Domingo. Dominican 

Republic; San Juan, Puerto Rico 

$103,266 

USCG 

SI 

07/15/2012 

07/15/2012 

Williamsburs. VA 

$5,694 

USCG 

SI 

07/30/2012 

08/09/2012 

Lake Tahoe, NV (Personal); Kodiak, 
Alaska; Cold Day. Alaska; 

Anchorage, Alaska 

$69,399 

USCG 

SI 

08/26/2012 

08/27/2012 

New York. NY 

$7,246 

USCG 

SI 

09/02/2012 

09/02/2012 

Bay St. Louis, MS; Slidell, LA 

$20,1.54 

USCG 

Si 

09/08/2012 

09/08/2012 

New London. CT (traveled with 

USCG Commandant, no cost to 

DHS) 

$0 

USCG 

Si 

09/10/2012 

09/12/2012 

New York, NY: Philadelphia, PA; 
Montreal, Canada 

$16,154 

USCG 

SI 

09/21/2012 

09/23/2012 

Berklev/Lansing, WV 

$7,914 

USCG 

SI 

09/24/2012 

09/24/2012 

New York, NY; Bethpage, NY 

$8,544 

USCG 

SI 

09/29/2012 

09/30/2012 

San Diego, CA; Albuquerque, NM 
(Personal) 

$49,208 

USCG 

S2 

03/08/2012 

03/08/2012 

Mobile, AL 

Mission of 
Opportunity 

USCG 

S2 

04/17/2012 

04/26/2012 

Tunis, Tunisia; New Delhi, India; 
Tokyo, Japan; Brussels, Belgium 

$155,067 

USCG 

S2 

09/30/2012 

09/30/2012 

Munich, Germany 

$36,685 

USCG 
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FY 2013 Trips 


Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Gov’t 

Aircraft 

Cost 

Aircraft 

SI 

10/05/2012 

10/05/2012 

Sierra Vista, AZ: Bisbee, AZ 

$39,159 

USCG 

SI 

i 0/06/20 1 2 

10/13/2012 

Paris, France; Lyon, France: Sofia, 
Bulgaria; Ankara, Turkey; Istanbul, 
Turkey 

$114,564 

USCG 

Si 

i 0/27/20 12 

10/28/2012 

Albuquerque, NM 

$34,407 

USCG 

SI 

n/0I/20i2 

11/01/2012 

Bridgeport, CT; New York, NY 

$9,384 

USCG 

SI 

11/02/2012 

U/02/2012 

Staten Island, NY 

$8,345 

USCG 

SI 

n /03/2012 

11/03/2012 

Charleston, WV; Long Island, NY 

$14,097 

USCG 

SI 

11/04/2012 

11/04/2012 

Monmouth County NJ; Hoboken, NJ 

$8,687 

USCG 

SI 

U /05/2012 

11/05/2012 

New York, NY; 

Coney Island, NY 

$8,087 

USCG 

SI 

11/06/2012 

11/06/2012 

Long Island, NY 

$8,539 

USCG 

S! 

11/11/2012 

n/1 3/2012 

New York, NY; Staten Island. NY; 
Brooklyn, NY; Boston, MA 

$13,318 

USCG 

Si 

11/15/2012 

11/16/2012 

Long Island, NY; Staten Island, NY; 
New York, NY 

$10,797 

USCG 

SI 

11/19/2012 

11/21/2012 

London. UK 

$71,794 

USCG 

SI 

11/30/2012 

12/02/2012 

Danville, Oakland, CA 

$48,770 

USCG 

SI 

12/08/2012 

12/08/2012 

Long Beach, CA 

$0 

Mission of 
opportunity 

USCG 

SI 

12/12/2012 

12/14/2012 

Nogales, AZ; 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$55,544 

USCG 

SI 

12/21/2012 

12/28/2012 

Albuquerque, NM 

$32,338 

USCG 

SI 






SI 

01/30/2013 

01/30/2013 

New Orleans, LA 

$23,362 


SI 



IIIIIIHIIIIII III lllii^M 



SI 

02/19/2013 

02/20/2013 

Nogales, AZ; Ft. Lauderdale. FL: 
Miami, FL 



SI 



TX/AZ 

$54,035 

USCG 




San Francisco. CA; I^s Angeles, CA 

$51,985.14 

USCG 

SI 



Boston, MA 



SI 

05/22/2013 

05/22/2013 

Joplin, MO; Moore, OK 

$143,482 

USCG 

Cl 30 

SI 

07/12/2013 

07/15/2013 

Albuquerque. NM 

$32,943 

USCG 


07/18/2013 

07/24/2013 

San Jose, CA; Mataraoros, Mexico: 
Mexico Citv, Mexico 

$65,530 

USCG 

SI 

07/30/2013 

08/06/2013 

Reno, NV 

$44,771 

USCG 

S! 

08/12/2013 

08/12/2013 

Cincinnati, OH 

$10,833 

USCG 

Si 

08/29/2013 

09/02/2013 

Reno, NV 

$45,151 

USCG 

Acting S i 

09/11/2013 

09/13/2013 

New York, NY; Rome, Italy 

$96,881 

USCG 

Acting SI 

09/18/2013 

09/20/2013 

Brownsville, Texas; Mexico City, 
Mexico 

$47,167 

USCG 

Acting S! 

09/26/2013 

09/27/2013 

Buffalo, NY; Montreal, Canada 

$22,520 

USCG 

S2 

10/01/2012 

10/02/2012 

Munich, Germany 

$40,969 

USCG 

S2 

10/11/2012 

10/12/2012 

Provo, UT 

$38,923 

USCG 


FY 2014 Trips to Date 


Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Gov't 

Aircraft 

Cost^ 

Aircraft 

Acting SI 

11/12/2013 

11/12/2013 

Los Angeles, CA 

$53,705 

USCG 

Acting SI 

11/26/2013 

11/30/2013 

Daytona Beach, FL (Persona!) 

$19,565 

USCG 

Actings! 

12/3/2013 

12/6/2013 

Brussels, Belgium; Ankara, Turkey: 
Berlin, Germany 

$125,050 

USCG 
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Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

D^tination 

Gov’t 

Aircraft 

Cost' 

Aircraft 

SI 

1/2/2014 

1/2/2014 

Brownsville. TX 

$.32,733 

USCG 

Si 

1/21/2014 

1/22/2014 

McAllen, TX; Douglas, AZ; Tucson. 
AZ 

$56,488 

USCG 

SI 

1/25/2014 

1/25/2014 

Boston, MA (Persona!) 

$12,063 

USCG 

SI 

1/29/2014 

1/29/2014 

East Ruilwrford, NJ; New York. NY 

$9,091 

USCG 

S2 

1/30/2014 

1/30/2014 

Alameda, CA 

Mission of 
OpDortunitY 

USCG 

SI 

2/4/2014 

2/6/2014 

Krakow. Poland 

$93,326 

USCG 

SI 

2/14/2014 

2/14/2014 

Atlanta. GA 

$15,213 

USCG 

SI 

2/20/2014 

2/22/2014 

Los Angeles. CA 

$45,604 

USCG 

SI 

03/19/2014 

03/20/2014 

Mexico Citv. Mexico 

$42,252 

USCG 


' Additional $23,736 expensed October- January for monthly fee for SATCOM. In February. U,SCG contract change, eliminating 
monthly fees and is 100 percent usage based. Reflects trips billed as of March 2014, HQ has not been billed for .April charges to date. 


Remainins Protected Travel Provided bv USCG 


FY 2014 

FY 2015 

Office of the Secretary 

$881,926 

$1,291,050 

Office of the Deputy Secretary 

- 

- 


Question: Please provide a breakdown of the official and non-official travel via Coast Guard aircraft and/or 
commercial means, as applicable, thus far taken by the Secretary, Deputy Secretary and Chief of Staff in fiscal 
year 2014, listing dates, destinations, purposes and costs (to include direct and indirect) by trip, as well as the 
balances remaining in their travel budgets for the current fiscal year. 

ANSWER: Please see the tables on the following pages. 
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Remaining Balance in Travel Budget for FY 2014 as of April 8. 2014 

Office of the Secretary $894,077 

Office of the Deputy Secretary $277,772 

~Chief of Staff | $121,625 
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Question: Please provide a table that shows all the funds expended by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO political 
employees for travel in 20 1 3 and in fiscal year 2014 to dale. Include the name of each traveler, purpose of 
travel, location(s) visited, and total cost. 


ANSWER: 


Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

Begin 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Iffice of Policy 

Albert. Brian 

Mf-BTING- 

FOREIGN 

3/5/2013 

3/12/2013 

I.yon, France 

S4.468 

Iffice of Policy 

Albert, Brian 

CXDNreRENCE- 

TOREIGN 

6/29/2013 

7/7/2013 

Curacao. Antilles 

S3, 102 

Iffice of Policy 

Albert, Brian 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

9/9/2013 

9/12/2013 

Barbados; Port of Spain, FC, Trinidad 
And Tobago 

S2.766 

Iffice of the Genera! 

'ounsei 

Anderson. 

Audrey 

OTHER-FOREIGN 

2/3/2013 

2/6/2013 

Dublin, Ireland 

S3, 237 

Ihief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

MEETING- 

DOMF.STfC 

1/22/2013 

1/22/2013 

Ixtcai 

$106 

Ihiefof Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

5/20/2013 

.5/20/2013 

Lxrcai 

S186 

'hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

7/24/2013 

7/24/2013 

Local 

S214 

.’hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R ' 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

8/22/2013 

8/22/2013 

Local 

S20! 

'"hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

MEETING- 

DO.MESTIC 

10/24/2013 

10/24/2013 

Local 

S34 

::hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

MF-FnNG- 

DOMF..SnC 

i 0/23/2013 

iO/23/2013 

Ixtcal 

$180 

i^hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

MEF-TING- 

DOMESTtC 

12/9^013 

12/9/2013 

Local 

$282 

"hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

1/23/2014 

1/23/2014 

Local 

S175 

"hief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

3/18/2014 

3/18/2014 

Local 

$87 

I'hief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

10/4/2012 

10/13/2012 

Ankara. Turkey 

$4,691 

I'hief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

10/31/2012 

11/4/2012 

Hartford. CT; .Staten Island. NY; 
Hoboken. NJ 

$3,048 

'hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC:- 

domkstk: 

i 1/14/2012 

1 1/16/2012 

New York, NY 

$1,260 

"hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

ACCDEPSF.C- 

DOMESTI 

1/29/2013 

1/29/2013 

Hoover. AL 

$9 

'hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

i/24/2013 

1/25/2013 

Richmond, VA 

$218 

'hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

4/3/2013 

4/4/2013 

Houston, TX 

$1,116 

7hicf of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

.5/21/2013 

5/22/2013 

Oklahoma City. OK 

$1,607 

'hief of Staff 



6/30/2013 

7/7/201.3 

Charlotte. NC; Seoul, South Korea 

$2,392 

'hief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

7/21/2013 

7/24/2013 

Brownsville. TX 

$1,725 

:hief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R 

CONFERENCE- 

1>0MESTIC 




mi 

.'hief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

AC’C SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

9/17/2013 




'hief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

ACCSEC- 

IXIMESTIC 

9/25/201.3 

9/26/2013 

Buffalo. NY 

$708 

.Ihief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

ACT SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

10/20/2013 

10/21/2013 

New York. NY 

$758 

Ihief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

12/2/2013 

12/7/2013 

Ankara, Turkey 

S4,7i2 

Thief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R ' 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/18/2014 

1/22/2014 

McAllen, TX 

SI, 497 

Thief of Staff 

Angelo. Matthew 

R 

ACC SEC- 
DfJMESTIC 

2/12/2014 

2/14/2014 

Chattanooga, TN; Atlanta, GA 

SI -355 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

Begin 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Thief of Staff 

Angelo, Matthew 

R ' 

ACC SKC- 
FOREIGN 

3/18/2014 

3/21/2014 

Queretaro, Mexico 

Sli 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Arikat, Hafiza 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

9/13/2013 

9/18/2013 

Chicago. It 

S989 

niei'governmcnta! Affairs 

Arikat, Hafi/a 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/3/2013 

9/4^013 

Atlanta. GA 

S40I 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Arikat, Hafiza 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

9/25/2013 

9/27/2013 

Tampa, FL 

SI, 042 

Dffice of the Deputy 
kcretarv 

Beers, Rand 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

6/12/2013 

6/14/2013 

Dublin, Ireland 

SI, 817 

Office of the Deputy 
secretary 

Deers, Robert 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

^2/2013 

6/26/2013 

New Delhi, India 

S2.626 

Iffice of the Deputy 

Secretary 

Beers, Robert 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

7/23/2013 

7/24/2013 

Manchester, NH 

S54 

Dffice of the Deputy 

Secretary 

Beers, Robert 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

7/14/2013 

7/16/2013 

Aspen, CO 

S586 

Iffice of the Deputy 

Secretary 

Beers, Robert 

MEEl'lNG- 

FOREIGN 

9/11/2013 

9/13/2013 

New York City-All Borough, NY; 

Rome, Italy 

S407 

Office of the Deputy 
jecretary 

Beers, Robert 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

9/18/2013 

9/20/2013 

McAllen. TX; Mexico City. Mexico 

S344 

Office of the Deputy 

Secretary 

Beers, Robert 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

9/26/2013 

9/27/2013 

Buffalo, NY; Montreal, Canada; 

Ottawa. Canada 

S167 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Beers, Robert 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

HV21/2013 

10/22/2013 

New YorkCity-Ali Borough. NY; 
Phiiadelphia. PA 

S307 

Office of the Secretary 

Beers, Robert 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

I2/3/20I3 

12/6/2013 

Brussels, Belgium; Ankara, Turkey 

S535 

Office of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

MEETING- 

DOMESIIC: 


2/18/2013 

Ixxal 

S55 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

MEETING- 

CKIMESTIC 

4/9/2013 

4/9/2013 

Local 

S60 

Dffice of Policy 

Bevsin, Alan D 

MEETJNG- 

DOMESTIC 

7/I3/20I3 

7/13/2013 

Local 

S77 

Office of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/19/2013 

9/19/2013 

Local 

S44 

Dffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

10/27/2012 

M/10/2012 

Rome. Italy 

S5,634 

Office of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

CONFER ENCE- 
DOMESIIC 

10/1/2012 

10/2/2012 

San Diego. CA 

$710 

Dfficc of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

10/7/2012 

10/13/2012 

Paris, France; Sofia, Buglaria; Ankara, 
Turkey; Istanbul. Turkey 

$2,502 

;)ffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

10/17/2012 

10/22/2012 

Tucson. AZ; San Diego, CA 

$1,876 

i)ffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

11/1.3/2012 

11/15/2012 

San Diego, CA; Oakland, CA 

$44 

Dfficeof Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

12/12/2012 

12/14/2012 

New York City, NY; Mexico City. 
Mexico 

$1,308 

'Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOME.ST1C 

11/1.3/2012 

11/15/2012 

San Diego, CA; San Francisco, CA 

$987 

Office of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

MEFrriNG- 

FOREIGN 

1/28/2013 

1/30/2013 

Mexico City. Mexico 

$1,395 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

2/10/2013 

2/13/2013 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$9 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

3/9/2013 

3/16/2013 

Boston, Ma; Lyon, France 

$4,787 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

MEETING- 

FORaCN 

2/KV20J.3 

2/13/2013 

Mexico City, Mexico; Houston, TX 

$1,625 

!)ffice of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

5/13/2013 


Mexico City. Mexico 

$1,972 

Office of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

5/23/2013 


Bl Paso, TX; Ciudad Juarez, Mexico 

$1,403 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

6/15/2013 


Zurich. Switzerland; Lyon, France 

$1,003 

>ffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

6/29/^13 

7/5/2013 

Orlando, FL; Miami, FL: Curacao, 
Antilles 

$3,643 

Office of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

ACC SEC- 

mmmmM 



Si. 467 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

B^in 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 



DDMESTfC 



Diego, CA; Brownsville. TX; Mexico 
Citv, Mexico 


3ffice of Policy 

Bersin, Aian D 

MEETiNG- 

FORBIGN 

7/25/2013 

7/26/2013 

Ottawa. Canada 

Si,34i 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

SPEKTH/PRS- 

DO.MESTK: 

9/12/2013 

9/13/2013 

Detroit, MI; New York, NY 

S698 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

SPEEXTHfl'RST- 

FOREfGN 

8/I.5/20I3 

8/2.5/2013 

Houston, TX; Lima, Peru; Newark. NJ 

SI, 132 

.Iffice of Policy 

Bersin. Alan D 

MEEriNG- 

FOREJGN 

1 1/5/2013 

1 1/7/2013 

Ottawa, Canada 

Si, 687 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

tO/17/2013 

10/25/2013 

Miami, FL; Bogota, Colombia; 
Cartagena, Colombia; New York City- 
All Borough. NY; Boston, MA 

S38 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Aian D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

12/16^013 

12/18/2013 

Atlanta. GA; Mexico City. Mexico; 
Oueretaro. Mexico 

SI. 982 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Aian D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

12/2/2013 

12/10/2013 

San Salvador. El Salvador; Guatemala 
Citv. Guatemala; Brownsville, TX 

S3, 405 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Aian D 

SPEECH/PRS- 

IXIMESTIC 

1/17/2014 

1/18/2014 

Chicago. IL 

S572 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

ACC DEP SBC- 
DOMESTI 

2/23/2014 

2/24/2014 

Buffalo. NY 

$1,026 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

3/5/2014 

.3/7/2014 

McAllen, TX; Matamoros. Mexico; 
Guatemala City, Guatemala 

Si, 522 

Iffice of Policy 

Bersin, Alan D 

ACC DEP SEC- 
FOREIGN 

3/13/2014 

3/14/2014 

Ottawa, Canada 

$55 

mergovernmenia! Affairs 

Boogaard. Peter 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/25/2013 

9/26/201.3 

San Juan, Puerto Rico 

$464 

Xfice of Public Affairs 

Boogaard, Peter 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

11/14/2012 

11/14/2012 

lx)eal 

S73 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

B<3ogaard. I’eter 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/18/2012 

12/18/2012 

Local 

S97 

>ffioe of Public Affairs 

Boogaard. Peter 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

1/29/2013 

1/29/2013 

IxKal 

$70 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Boogaard. Peter 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

.5/28/2013 

5/28/201.3 

Local 

$!18 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Boogaard, Peter 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

8/27/2013 

8/27/2013 

l-ocal 

$132 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Boogaard, Peter 

meeting- 

domestic 

12/2/2013 

12/2/201.3 

Local 

$1.39 

Dffke of Public Affairs 

Boogaard, Peter 

ACC THE SEC 
<=FYI2 

tl/i 1/2012 

11/1.3/2012 

New York City, NY; Boston, MA 

$937 

Dffice of Public Affairs 

Boogaard, Peter 

ACC .SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

6/12/2013 

6/12/2013 

Philadelphia, PA 

$263 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Boogaard, Peter 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

10/21/2013 

10/22/2013 

New York. NY; Philadelphia. PA 

$776 

Dffice of Public Affairs 

Boogaard. Peter 

ACX: DEP SEC- 
DOMF.ST1C 

2/17/2014 

2/19/2014 

Laredo. TX; McAllen, TX 

$1,250 

mmediate Office of the 

Jnder Secretary For 
vjanaecment 

Borras. Rafael 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

4/22/2013 

4/22/2013 

Local 

$87 

mmediate Office of the 

Jnder Secretary For 
vtanaeement 

Borras, Rafael 

MEEllNG- 

DOMES'JIC 

6/18/2013 

6/18/201-3 

Local 

$87 

mmediate Office of the 

Jnder Secretary For 
vlanagement 

Borras, Rafael 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

iO/2/2012 

10/2/2012 

New London. CT 

$40 

mmediate Office of the 

Jnder Secretary For 
vlanaeemein 

Borras. Rafire! 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
DOMESIIC 

4/8/201.3 

4/9/2013 

Boston, MA 

$478 

Jffice of the Deputy 
iecretarv 

Borras. Rafael 

PRfXIRAM VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

12/2/2013 

12/4/2013 

Miami. FL; Key West, FL 

$2,250 

Thief of Staff 

Brown, Mary E 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

9/10/2013 

9/10/2013 

Local 

$29 

Thief of Staff 

Brown. Mary E 

ACC Sir- 

8/20/2013 

8/23/2013 

New York, NY; Philadelphia, PA 

SI ,235 
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DOMESTIC 





Iffice of the General 
"ounse! 

Bunnell, Stevan E 

TRAINING- 

DOMESTIC 

H/20/2013 

11/20/2013 

Local 

S48 

Iffice of she General 

I!ounsel 

Bunnell, Stevan B 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

11/11/2013 

11/14/2013 

San Diego, CA; McAllen, TX 

S3.264 

Iffice of the General 

Counsel 

Bunnell, Stevan E 

MEETING- 

FOROGN 

12/16/2013 

12/18/2013 

Brussels, Belgium 

S3 ,041 

Iffice of the Genera! 

Ilounsel 

Bunnell, Stevan E 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

2/22/2014 

2/26/2014 

Athens, Greece 

S.3,353 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Canisone, Pia 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

lQ/iO/2012 

10/10/2012 

Dundalk, Mad 

S69 

Xfice of Public Affairs 

Catron, Marsha 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

n/14^012 

11/14/2012 

Local 

S72 

Xficc of Public Affairs 

Catron, Marsha 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

2/17/2014 

2/17/2014 

Local 

S87 

Office of Public Affairs 

Catron, Marsha 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

3/17/2014 

3/17/2014 

[jjeal 

S72 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Catron, Marsha 

ACC SEC- 
DOMBSTIC 

3/J8/20I4 

3/18/2014 

Local 

S3 8 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Catron, Marsha 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

2/9^014 

2/9/2014 

Newark. NJ 

S48i 

Office of Public Affairs 

Catron, Marsha 

ACCDEPSEC- 

mMESTlC 

2^3/2014 

2/24/2014 

Buffalo, NY 

SI. 177 

Iffice of Public Affaii s 

Catron, Marsha 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

3/31/2014 

3/31/2014 

New York, NY 

Sll 

"hief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 

Local 

S46 

llhief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

i/24/2014 

1/24/2014 

Local 

$38 

'hief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

5/22/2013 

5/22/2013 

OklahonmCity, OK 

$6! 

'hief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SFX:- 
DOMESTIC 

5/24/2013 

5/27/2013 

Boston, MA 

S287 

■'hief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

7/20/2013 

7/24/2013 

Monterey. CA; Brownsville, TX; 

Mexico Citv. Mexico 

SI, 396 

'hief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

CONFH^ENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

9^013 

9/9/2013 

New York. NY 

S%9 

ilhief of Staff 

('handler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

9/11/2013 

9/13/2013 

New York. NY; Rome, Italy 

SI, 121 

Thief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

9/If!/20!3 

9/20/2013 

McAllen, TX; Mexico City, Mexico 

S453 

Thief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

10/21/2013 

10/22/2013 

Philadelphia, PA 

$5.59 

Thief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

11/12/2013 

11/12/2013 

Los Angeles, CA 

S87 

Thief of Staff 



12/3/2013 

12/6/2013 

Brussels, Belgium; Ankara, Turkey; 
Berlin. Germany 

$1,315 

Thief of Staff 

Chandler. 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/21/20J4 

1/22/2014 

McAllen, TX; Douglas, AZ; Tucson, 

AZ 

$217 

Thief of Staff 

Chandler. 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
FORFJGN 

2/4/2014 

2/6/2014 

Krakow. Poland 

S457 

Thief of Staff 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

3/19/2014 

3/20/2014 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$454 

Iffiee of Public Affairs 

Chaitdicr, 

Matthew M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTK' 

2/27/2013 


Local 


])ffice of Public Affairs 

Chandler. 

Matthew M 

ACC SKI- 
DOMESTIC 

10/5/2012 

! 0/5/20 12 

Sierra Vista, AZ 

S46 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Chandler. 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

12/12/2012 

12/14/2012 

Nogales, AZ; Phoenix. AZ; Mexico 

Qty. Mexico 

S589 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACC SK- 
IXIMESTIC 

2/4/2013 

2/5/2013 

San Diego, C'A; El Paso. TX 

5266 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Chandler, 

Matthew M 

ACCDEPSEC 

DOMESTIC 

2/19/2013 

2/20/2013 

Nogales. AZ; Fort Lauderdale, FL; 
Miami. FL 

S293 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Chandler. 

Matthew M 

ACX: SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

3/5/2013 

3/5/2013 

New York City-Ail Borough, NY 

S503 
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Iffice of Public Affairs 

Chandler. 

Matthew M 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

AiAfian 

4/8/2013 

Houston. TX; McAllen. TX; Douglas, 
AZ; Tucson. AZ; Phoenix. AZ 

S292 

Iffice of the General 

Tounsel 

Chuang, 

Theodore 

PGM/SITE VIS 
<=FYJ2 

10/24/2012 

loaman 

1-ocai 

S33 

Iffice of the General 

I'ounsel 

Chuang, 

Theodore 

MEimNG- 

DOMESTIC 

12/19^012 

12/19/2012 

Local 

S!8 

Iffice of the General 
"ounsel 

Chuang. 

Theodore 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

\2nWQ\2 

12/28^012 

Ijx'al 

S18 

mmediaie Office of the 
Jnder Secretary For 
vlanaaement 

Cummiskey. 

Chris 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

4/24/2013 

4/24/2013 

local 

S99 

Thief of Staff 

Dao, Jacklyn 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

11^7/2013 

n/27/2013 

Local 

St 35 

Thief of Staff 

Dao, Jacklyn 

accsk:- 

DOMESTIC 

n/7^013 

11/7/2013 

Local 

$226 

Thief of Staff 

Dao, Jacklyn 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

11/27/2013 

1 1/27/2013 

Local 

$147 

Thief of Staff 

Dao. Jacklyn 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

iOG/2012 

10/1 1/2012 

Sofia, Bulgaria 

$3,850 

Thief of Staff 

Dao, Jacklyn 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

11/2/2012 

11/3/2012 

Charleston, WV 

$784 

Iffice of the Deputy 
iecrctarv 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/I6/20I3 

9/16/2013 

Local 

SI46 

Iffice of the Deputy 
iecretarv 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

MEBTING- 

LKIMESTIC 

9/23/2013 

9/23/2013 

r.ocal 

$18 

.Iffice of the Deputy 
iecretarv 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

MEETING- 

fXlMESTlC 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

Local 

$187 

llffice of the Deputy 
iecrciarv 

De Vallance. 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SEC- 
FOREIGN 

10/1/2012 

10/2/2012 

Munich. Germany 

$680 

Dffice of the Deputy 
kcretarv 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

10/11/2012 

lO/n/2012 

Provo, UT; Salt Lake City. UT 

$464 

Office of the Deputy 

iecretarv 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACX: DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

10/14/2012 

10/16/2012 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

S873 

!)ffice of the Deputy 

Jecretarv 

De Vallance. 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SRC- 
DOMESTIC 

12/12/2012 

12/14/2012 

New York City- All Borough. NY 

$895 

Office of the Deputy 
>ecretiirv 

De Vallance. 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SEC- 

WIMESTJC 

i/7/2013 

i/IO/2013 

San Francisco, CA; Berkeley, CA 

$44 

Dffice of the Deputy 

Secretary 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SEC- 
FOREIGN 

1/31/201.^ 

2/3/2013 

London, Uniiect Kingdom; Munich. 

C«ermany 


Iffice of the Deputy 

Secretary 

I!>c Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMEvSTlC 



Birmingham, AL 

wm 

Ifficc of the Deputy 

Secretary 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/22/2013 

1/22/2013 

New York City-All Borough. NY 

$543 

Office of the Deputy 

Secretary 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

2/5/2013 

2/5/2013 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$528 

Office of tlte Deputy 

Secretary 

De Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACX' DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

3/27/2013 

3/28/2013 

New York City-All Borough. NY 

.$474 

!)ffice of the Deputy 

Secretary 

Vallance, 

Brian M 

ACC DEP SECT- 
DOMESTIC 

1/21/2014 

1/22/2014 

McAllen. TX; Nogales. AZ; Tucson, 

KL 

$263 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

8/5/2013 

8/5/2013 

Ixtcal 




MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/4/2013 

9/4/2013 

local 

$32 



MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/21/2013 

2/21/2013 

Milwaukee, WI 

S5.50 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/20/20J3 

6/23/201.1 

Las Vegas, NV 

$1,515 

mergovernmental Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

EXIMESTIC 

7/20/2013 

7/24/2013 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,7.54 

luergovernmenta! Affairs 

Decker. Danielle 

MEH1ING- 

DOMESTIC 

8/22/2013 

8/25/2013 

Milwaukee, WI 

$583 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/7/2013 

9/12/2013 

San Juan & Naval Research Station, 
Puerto Rico 

$2,003 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

DOMTiSTlC 

9/19/2013 

9/21/2013 

Seattle, WA 

SI. 268 
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ntergovemmeniai Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/26/2013 

9/27/2013 

New York City-Al! Borough, NY 

S829 

ntergovernmentai Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

n/18/2013 

11/20^013 

Chicago, IL 

SS24 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Decker, Danielle 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

1 1/24/2013 

11/25/2013 

Milwaukee, WI 

S879 

Xfice of Public Affairs 

Degroff, Amanda 

SPEEXH/PRS- 

DOMESne 

8/28/WI3 

8/28^013 

Local 

S35 

Office of Public Affairs 

Degroff, Amanda 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/9Q013 

9/9/2013 

Local 

S4! 

Office of Public Affairs 

Degroff, Amanda 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12^3/2013 

12/23^013 

Local 

$55 

Office of Public Affairs 

Degroff, Amanda 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

11/12/2012 

11/30/2012 

New York, NY 

S4,462 

Office of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Gross-Davis, 

Leslie M 

MEETING- 

IX)MESTIC 

5/24/2013 

5/24/2013 

Local 

S34 

Office of the Genera! 

Counsel 

Grossman, Seth 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

1/23/2013 

1/23/2013 

Local 

S26 

Office of the General 

Oounsel 

Grossman, Seth 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/5^013 

2/5/2013 

Ix)cal 

$28 

Office of the Genera! 

I'ounsel 

Grossman, Seth 

MEETING- 

DOME.STIC 

2/22/2013 

2/22/2013 

Local 

S28 

Office of the Genera! 

Counsel 

Grossman, Seth 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

5/14/2013 

5/14/2013 

Local 

$36 

Office of the General 

Counsel 

Grossman, Seth 

MEETING- 

IX)MESTIC 

5/15/2013 

5/15/2013 

Local 

$31 

Office of file General 

Counsel 

Grossman, Seth 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/3/2013 

6/3/2013 

Local 

$33 

Office of the Genera! 

Oounsei 

Grossman, Seth 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/18/2013 

6/18/2013 

Local 

$32 

Office of tfie General 

Ooutisel 

Grossman, Seth 

CONEERENCE 

<*FYI2 

10/2/2012 

(0/3/2012 

Chicago. IL 

$877 

Office of the General 

Ooiinse] 

Grossman, Seth 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

1/28/2013 

1/29/2013 

Las Vegas. NV 

$1,044 

Ohief of Staff 

Hadziseiimovic. 

Dina 

SITE VISIT- 
EOMESTIC 

2/12/2014 

2/12/2014 

Local 

$43 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic, 

Dina 

ACC DEP SHC- 
FOREIGN 

10/4/2012 

i(VI4/20l2 

Ankara, Turkey; isianbui, Turkey 

$3,829 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic. 

Dina 

ACC SF.C- 
DOMESne 

11/2/2012 

11/6/2012 

Islip, NY 

$1,557 

Thief of Staff 

Hadzi-seiimovic. 

Dina 

ACC DEP SBC- 
DOMESTIC 

12/7/2012 

12/8/2012 

Los Ange!e.s, CA 

S692 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselitnovic. 

Dina 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

2/18/2013 

2/20/2013 

Rjrt [.^luderdale. FL 

$1,194 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic, 

Dina 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

4/3/2013 

4/4/2013 

Houston. TX 

$9 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic, 

Dina 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

5/16/2013 

5/18/2013 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,123 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic. 

Dina 


5/21/2013 

5/21/2013 

New i-ondon, CT 


Thief of Staff 







Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic, 

Dina 



9/30/2013 

Montreal. Canada 

$2,246 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic, 

Dina 



10/22/2013 

Philadelphia, PA 

$869 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic, 

Dina 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

J I/30/20I3 

12/5/2013 

Chicago, IL; Brussels, Belgium 

S3.494 

Thief of Staff 

Hadziselimovic, 

Dina 

ACCDEPSFXl- 

FOREIGN 

1/29/2014 

2/8/2014 

Alameda, CA; Krakow, Poland 

S5.410 

mmediate Office of the 

Jnder Secretary For 
vlanagement 

Harper. Daniel 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

1 1/4/2012 

11/18/2012 

New York. NY 

S4.832 

Thief of Staff 

Hartman. Katrina 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/1/2013 

2/1/2013 

Local 

$29 
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'hief of Staff 

Hartman. Katrina 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

10/3/2012 

10/1 1/2012 

Lyon. France; Paris, France 

S.3.425 

Dfficc of Policy 

Heyman, David 

MEETING- 

DOMISTIC 

9/6/2013 

9/6/2013 

Local 

S78 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

10/23/2013 

10/23/2013 

Local 

S65 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

10/10/2012 

lO/l 1/2012 

Key West. FL; Miami, FL 

Sl,719 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

ACC DEP SEC- 
FORFJGN 

10/1/2012 

ltV2/20l2 

Munich, Germany 

S735 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

CONFmENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

M/7/2012 

11/8/2012 

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO. USA; 
Depart COLORADO SPRINGS, CO To 
Arrive WASHINGTON, DC. USA 

S9 

Xfice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

11/19-^012 

M/20/2012 

Halifax, Canada 

S432 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

CONFIDENCE- 

FOREIGN 

12/11/2012 

12/13/2012 

Brussels, Belgium; Abu Dhabi, United 
Arab Emirates 

$6,644 

Office of Policy 

Heyman, David 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/7/2013 

1/10/2013 

San Francisco, CA 

SI, 092 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

MF.ETING- 

FOReGN 

4/15/2013 

4/24/2013 

Queenstown. New Zealand; Jakarta, 
Itidoncsia 

Sll,036 

Jffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

5/21/2013 

5/22/2013 

Kansas City, MO; Joplin, MO 

S157 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman. David 

CONFERFINCE- 

FOREIGN 

6/10/2013 

6/13/2013 

San Francisco, CA; Geneva, 

SwitzeriancI; Brussels, Belgium 

S1.829 

Dffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

ACC DEP SEC- 
FOREKiN 

6/22/2013 

7/1/2013 

New Delhi. India; Mumbai, India; New 
York City- All Borough, NY 

S4,035 

>ffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

7/14/2013 

7/16/2013 

Aspen, CO 

$1,977 

Jffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

MEETING- 

DOMIiSTIC 

8/27/2013 

8/27/2013 

Boston. MA 

S942 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

MEETING- 

fXIMESTIC 

9/25/2013 

9/27/2013 

New York. NY 

$1,620 

Iffice of Policy 

Heyman, David 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

12/2/2013 

12/6/2013 

New Delhi. India 

S3.056 

Office of Policy 

Heyman, David 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREKjN 

12/10/2013 

12/11/2013 

Ottawa. Canada 

$129 

■Jffice of tlie Secretary 

Hill, Alice 

CONFERENCE- 

FORFJON 

10/2.^/2012 

10/27/2012 

Sao Paulo, Brazil 

$3,098 

Office of the Secretary 

Hill, Alice 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESne 

11/15/2012 

M/17/2012 

Ij3s Angeles, CA 

$1,171 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Hill. Alice 

SPEECH/PR.S- 

DOMESTIC' 

12/6/2012 

12/7/2012 

Jupiter, FL 

$627 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Hill. Alice 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

1/13/2013 

1/17/2013 

Geneva, Switzerland 

S3.969 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Hill, Alice 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DCJMESTIC 

I/3I/20I3 

2/1/2013 

Los Angeles. CA 

$718 

i/ficc of the Secretary 

Hii!. Alice 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

9/11/2013 

9/12/2013 



Dffice of the Secretary 

Mil!, Alice 






Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Himmel, Chloe 






Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Himmel, Chloe 

MHKTING- 

DOMF^TIC 

6/24/2013 

6/24/201.3 

Local 


Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Himmel, Chloe 

MEETING- 

lOMESTIC: 

9/12/2013 

9/12/2013 

laicat 

S45 

Dffice of Legislative 
\ffaii's 

Himmel, Chloe 

MEETING- 

EOMfiSTlC 

3/25/2014 

3/25/2014 

l.ocal 

Sill 

Dffice of the Secretary 

Johnson, Jeh C 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

1/21/2014 

1/22/2014 

McAllen, TX; Tucson, AZ 

S2!7 

Dffice of the Secretary 

Johnson, Jeh C 

CONl-T-RENCE- 

FOREIGN 

2/4/2014 

2/6/2014 

Krakow. Poland 

S516 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

B^n 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Johnson, Jeh C 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2t9/20I4 

2/10/2014 

Newark, NJ 

S126 

Office of the Secretary 

Johnson, Jeh C 

SITE visrr- 
DOMESne 

2/2«y20l4 

2^2/2014 

Los Angeles, CA 

S212 

^)ffice of the Secretary 

Johnson. Jeh C 

CONraRENCE- 

FOREIGN 

3/19^014 

3/20/2014 

Mexico C^ity. Mexico 

S211 

mmcdiate Office of the 
Jnder Secretary For 
vlanagement 

Kieismeier, 

LAuren 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

12/12/2012 

I2/I3/20I2 

Madison. Wi 

$891 

mmediate Office of the 
Jnder Secretary For 
vfanaeeraent 

Kieismeier, 

LAuren 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

1/29/201.3 

1/3 1/2013 

San Diego, CA 

$1,429 

mmediate Office of the 
Jnder Secretary For 
vlanaseraent 

Kieismeier, 

LAuren 

SPEI^'H/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

4/2^013 

4/2/2013 

Philadelphia. PA 

5266 

Jhief of Staff 

Ki oloff, Noah 

OTHER- 

DOMF-STIC 

11/12/2012 

U/14/2012 

McAllen, TX 

$9 

Jhief of Staff 

Kroloff, Noah 

ACC SFXJ- 
FOREIGN 

12/12/2012 

12/14/2012 

Phoenix. AZ; Mexico City. Mexico 

S486 

Jhief of Staff 

Kroioff, Noah 

SPEECH/PRS- 

IXDMESTIC 

1/17/2013 

1/18/2013 

Dallas, TX 

544 

Jhief of Staff 

Kroloff, Noah 

ACC SEC- 
DOMF^STIC 

2/4/2013 

2/5/2013 

San Diego, CA; El Paso. TX 

5296 

Jffice of Public Affairs 

Kuban, Sara A 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

6«5/20l3 

6/25/2013 

I-X)cai 

5275 

Dffice of Public Affairs 

Kuban, Sara A 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

7/24/201.3 

7/24/2013 

Local 

5130 

Jffice of Public Affairs 

Kuban, Sara A 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/29/2013 

1/31/2013 

New Orleans, LA 

51.345 

Dffice of Legislative 

Affairs 

Larossa, Connie 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/24/2013 

6/24/2013 

IxKal 

$261 

Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Larossa. Connie 

MEEnNG- 

DOMESTIC 

n/27/2013 

11/27/2013 

Local 

5129 

Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Larossa, Connie 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

.3/26/2014 

.3/26/2014 

lx)cal 

S2.31 

Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Larossa, Connie 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/21/2013 

6/21/2013 

Ooston. MA 

S245 

Dffice of Privacy 

Lee. Jennifer 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC: 

iO/3 1/2012 

10/31/2012 

Local 

$.51 

Dffice of Privacy 

Lee. Jennifer 

TRAINING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/26/2012 

12/26/2012 

Local 

$107 

Dffice of Privacy 

lie, Jennifer 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/4/2013 

6/4/2013 

Local 


Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

l.opez, Alfonso 



11/24/2012 

New York, N Y 

$1,030 

Dffice of ijie Deputy 

Jecretarv 

Lute. Jane H 

mf:hting- 

FOREIGN 

I0/I/20I2 

10/2/2012 

Munich, Germany 

$68 i 

Dffice of the Deputy 

Jecretarv 

Lute, Jane H 

SPEECH/FRS- 

EXDMESTIC 

10/11/2012 

lO/1 1/2012 

Provo, UT; Salt Lake City, tlT 

$429 

Dftice of the Deputy 

Jecretarv 

Lute, Jane M 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMBSTIC 

10/14/2012 

10/16/2012 

New York City-All Borough. NY 

S884 

Dffice of the Deputy 

>ecreiai'v 

Lute, Jane H 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12H2/2012 

12/14/2012 

New York City- AH Borough, NY 

$873 

Dffice of Che Deputy 
iecretarv 

Lute. Jane H 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

1/7/2013 

1/10/2013 

San Francisco, CA; Berkeley, CA 

544 

Dffice of the Deputy 
iecretarv 

Lute. Jane H 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

1/31/2013 

2/3/2013 

London, United Kingdom; Munich, 
Germanv 

$3,358 

Dffice of the Deputy 

Jecretarv 

Lute, Jane i i 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

1/29/2013 

1/29/2013 

Birmingham, AL 

59 

Dffice of the Deputy 
jecretarv 

Lute, Jane H 

MEETING- 

DOME.STIC 

1/22^013 

1/22/2013 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

534 

Dffice of the Deputy 
kcretarv 

Lute, Jane H 

SPEKTH/PRS- 

DOMF.STIC 

3/27/2013 

3/28/2013 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$474 

Dffice For Civil Rights And 
Divil Liberties 

Mack, Margaret 

H 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/30/2013 

12/30/2013 

Local 

532 
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Oi^anization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Iffice For Civil Rights And 
'ivil Liberties 

Mack, Margaret 

H 

MEEHING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/19/2014 

2/19/2014 

Local 

.567 

Jffice For Civil Rights And 
"ivii Liberties 

Mack, Margaret 

H 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

2/10/2014 

2/12/2014 

Minneapolis, MN 

SI, HO 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

Markey, Betsy 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/21/2012 

iinxnan 

Ixicai 

S64 

ntergovernmeiical Affairs 

Markey, Betsy 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/21/2012 

12/21/2012 

LiDcal 

S19 

mergoveriimental Affairs 

Markey, Betsy 

SPEBCH/PRS- 

CKTMESTIC 

10/16/2012 

\minan 

Denver. CO; Sait l.ake C:ity, UT 

S848 

I^hief of Staff 

Marrone, 

Christian 

ACC SFX;- 
DOMESTIC 

2/20/2014 

2/22/2014 

Los Angeles. CA 

S47S 

Office of the Deputy 
secretary 

Mayorkas, 
Alejandro N 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/12/2014 

2/12/2014 

Local 

S33 

Ifftce of the Deputy 
secretary 

Mayorkas, 
Aleiandro N 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

2/17/2014 

2/19/2014 

Laredo. TX; McAllen, TX 

S983 

Office of the Deputy 
secretary 

Mayorkas, 
Alejandro N 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

2f20/20l4 

2/20/2014 

New York City- Ail Borough, NY 

S398 

Ifi'ice of the Deputy 
secretary 

Mayorkas, 
Aleiandro N 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTTC 

2/23/2014 

2/24/2014 

Buffalo. NY 

Si, 148 

!)ffice of the Deputy 
secretary 

Mayorkas, 
Aleiandro N 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

3/I3/20I4 

3/14/2014 

Ottawa, Canada 

$11 

Iffice of the Deputy 
secretary 

Mayorkas, 
Aleiandro N 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

3/16/2014 

3/18/2014 

Tucson. AZ; Phoenix, AZ 

$1,416 

"hief of Staff 

McCullough, 
Drianna H 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

10/4/20I2 

10/6/2012 

Tucson. AZ 

$886 

.‘.'hief of Staff 

McCullough, 
Briantia H 

OTHER- 

!X)MEST1C 

10/31/2012 

1 1/4/2012 

Hartford, CT; Staten Island, NY; 
Hoboken, NJ 

$1,909 

'hief of Staff 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

11/15/2012 

11/16/2012 

Newark. NJ 

St. ,225 

:hief of Staff 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

OTHER-FORF-ICN 

12/9/2012 

12/15/2012 

Mexico City. Mexico 

S2,802 


McCullough, 
Brianna H 

meeting- 

domestic: 

12/20/2013 

12/20/2013 

Local 


ntergovernineinal Affairs 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

3/24/2014 

3/24/2014 

Local 

$50 

ntergovernmemal Affairs 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

6/24/2013 

6/27/2013 

1-os Angeles, C:A: Reno, NV 

$1,506 

ntcrgoyernmental Affairs 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

8/12/2013 

8/15/2013 

Spokane, WA 

$1,370 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

TRAINING- 

DOMF:SriC 

9/4/2013 

9/5/2013 

Milwaukee, W1 

$605 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

9/16/2013 

'"o/iOTOIJ 

l-as Vegas. NV 

$1,666 

ntergovcrnniental Affairs 

McCullough, 
Brianna H 

CONFER F:NCE- 
DOMESTIC 

3/18/2014 

,3/23/2014 

San Diego, CA 

$1,588 

ixeeutive Secretariat 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

10/31/2012 

IW31/2012 

Baltimore, MD 

$49 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

5/23/2013 

5/24/2013 

El Paso. TX 

$1,11.3 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

6/3/2013 

6/4/2013 

Seattle, WA 

$9 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

CONFERENCE- 

D0MF5TIC 

6/20/20J3 

6/23/2013 

I_as Vegas. NV 

$1,901 

niergovertiincntai Affairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

meeting- 

domestic: 

6/14/2013 

6/15/2013 

New York City- All Borough, NY 

$547 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

8/2/2013 

8/4/2013 

Milwaukee, WI 

S9 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
DOMES 

8/22/2013 

8/23/2013 

New York, NY 

S726 

ntergovernmental Affairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/20/2014 

2/21/2014 

Los Angeles, CA 

$914 

Iffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

McNamara, 

Philip A 

SITE VISIT- 
CWMESTIC 

1(V22/2012 

10/24/2012 

Ft. Lauderdale, FL; Miami, FL 

$884 

Office of Policy 

McQuillan, 

MEETING- 

3/4/2013 

3/4/2013 

Local 

583 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

B^q 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 


Patrick 

EXJMESne 





Iffice of the Genera! 

I^ounsei 

Meyer, Jonathan 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

5««0l3 

5/9/2013 

Local 

S28 

Office of the General 

Counsel 

Meyer, Jonathan 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

7/3/20I3 

7/3/2013 

Local 

S212 

Iffice of the General 
!lounse! 

Meyer, Jonathan 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/2I/20I3 

mviau 

Boston, MA 

S308 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SPEECH/PRST- 

FOREIGN 

HV7/2012 

10/13/2012 

Paris. France; Lyon, France; Sofia, 
Bulgaria; Ankara, Turkey; Istanbul. 
Turkey 

S2,020 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

I0/29/20I2 

10/30/2012 

New York, NY 

S34 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

l!/i5/20I2 

11/16/2012 

New York City-Ail Borough, NY 

S!!8 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

11/I1/20I2 

Ii/13/2012 

New York City-All Borough, NY; 

Boston, MA 

S985 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

MEETINCi- 

POREIGN 

!I/l9^0I2 

11/21/2012 

London, United Kingdom 

SI. 157 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano. Janet 

A 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

l^''l2^0!2 

12/14/2012 

Nogales, AZ; Scottsdale. AZ; Mexico 
Citv. Mexico 

S3 19 

.Iffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

2imm 

2/5/2013 

San Diego. CA; El Paso, TX 

$236 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

2/I9/2013 

2/20/2013 

Nogales, AZ; Fort Lauderdale, FL 

$320 

DfOcc of the Secretary 

Napolitano. Janet 

A 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOME.STIC 

3/5/2013 

3/5/2013 

New York. NY 

S435 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SITE VISIT- 
IXJMESTIC 

4/2/20 1 3 

4/2/2013 

Philadelphia. PA 

S2Q7 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

4/4/2013 

4/8/2013 

Houston. TX; McAllen. TX; Douglas, 
AZ; Tucson. AZ; Phoenix. AZ 

S269 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

5/9/2013 

5/9/2013 

New York. NY 

.$460 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolftano, Janet 

A 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

5/17/2013 

5/18/2013 

San Francisco, CA; Los Angeles, CA 

$280 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano. Janet 

A 

SITE VISIT- 
IXiMESTlC 

5/24/2013 

5/26/2013 

Boston, MA 

$295 

Dffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

6/11/2013 

6/12/2013 

Nazareth, PA; Philadelphia, PA 

$235 

Office of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

6/14/201.^ 

6/15/2013 

New York City-Al! Borough, NY 

S650 

>ffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

7/1/2013 

7/7/2013 

Anchorage , AK; Vladivostok, Russia; 
Seoul. South Korea; Seattle, WA 

SI. 964 

Dffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano. Janet 

A 

CONFERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

7/18/2013 

7/24/2013 

San Jose. CA: Berkeley, CA; Danville, 
CA; Monterey, CA; Brownsville, TX; 
Mexico City, Mexico 

$483 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Napolitano, Janet 

A 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

8/22/2013 

8/23/2013 

New York City-All Borough. NY 

$118 

Iffice of Privacy 

Neiiman, Karen 

OTHER- 

EXIMESTIC 

1/2/2014 

1/2/2014 

Ix>cal 

$54 

Iffice of Privacy 

Neuman, Karen 

PROGRAM VISIT- 

DOMES11C 


mggni 



Iffice of Privacy 

Neuman. Karen 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 





Office of Privacy 



2/24/2014 

2/28/2014 

San Francisco, CA 

$2,805 

Office of the General 
'omisei 

Nosanchuk, Matt 

MF:BriNG- 

DOMESriC 

11/2/2012 

i 1/2/2012 

1-ocai 

SI 78 

Dffice of the General 

I'ounsei 

Nosanchuk, Matt 

MEETING- 

domestk: 

2/5/20J3 

2/.5/20I3 

{,x»cal 

$62 

Office of the General 

Counsel 

Nosanchuk, Matt 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

3/22/2013 

3/22/2013 

Local 

SI 43 

Dffice of the General 
?-ounsel 

Nosanchuk, Matt 

SPEEC:H/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

2/28/2013 

3/1/2013 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

S3 11 













125 


Orgaiiization 

Traveler 

Purpase 

Bi^hi 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Citizenship & Immigration 
services Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

.SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESne 

11/28/2012 

U/28/2012 

Local 

S62 

Citizenship & immigration 
Services Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/7^013 

2/7/2013 

Local 

S9i 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Services Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

5/6/2013 

5/6/2013 

Local 

$114 

CitizenshipA Immigration 
lervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

CONHiRENCE- 

DOMEvSTlC 

5/29/2013 

5/29/2013 

Ixrcal 

S43 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Services Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMRSne 

8/2/2013 

8/2/2013 

Local 

S49 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom. Maria 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

2/28/2014 

2/28/2014 

Local 

$46 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITEVISIT- 

DOME.ST1C 

3/27/2014 

3/27/2014 

lixal 

$47 

Citizenship & fminigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

1/15/2013 

1/18/2013 

Miami, FL; Orlando, FL 

Si, 350 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

1/8/2013 

1/8/2013 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$326 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

2/28/2013 

3/1/2013 

Atlanta, GA 

$666 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITEVISIT- 

DOMESIIC: 

4/3/2013 

4/.S/2013 

Burlington. VT 

SI, .525 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

6/23/201.3 

6/30/2013 

l-os Angeles, CA; San Francisco. CA 

$2,183 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITE VISIT- 
IX>MESIIC 

7/8/2013 

7/9/2013 

Chicago, II. 

IB 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

CMom, Maria 

SITEVISIT- 

rX>MESTIC 

9/17/2013 

9/2Q/2013 

St, Louis. MO; Kansas City, KS 

$1,245 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

8/22/2013 

8/23/201.3 

Milwaukee. W1 

$655 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITEVISIT- 

DOME,STlC 

9/11/2013 

9/14/2013 

Newark, NJ; New York City- All 
Borough. NY 

$2,055 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITEVhSIT- 

DOMRSTIC 

1 1/6/20)3 

11/9/2013 

Los Angeles. CA 

$1,230 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

CONl-ERENCE- 

FOREIGN 

11/16/201.3 

11/17/2013 

Ottawa. Canada 

$1,210 

Citizenship & inimigraiion 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

MEETJNG- 

IX)MESTIC 

11/21/2013 

1 1/2.3/2013 

Macon, GA 

$657 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITEVISIT- 

DOMfiSTlC 

12/2/2013 

12/5/2013 

Dallas, TX 

$1,493 

Citizenship & Immigration 
Cervices Ombudsman 

Odom, Maria 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

2/17/2014 

2/21/2014 

Phoenix, AZ; Tucson, AZ 

$1,845 

Dfficeof Policy 

Oiavarria, hsthev 

M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

i/3^01.3 

i/3/2013 

local 

$149 

Office of Policy 

Oiavarria, Esther 

M 

MEEFING- 

DOMESTIC 

1/2.3/2013 

1/23/2013 

Ixxal 

$323 

ilffice of Policy 

Oiavarria. Esther 

M 

MEETING- 

IXIMESTIC 

2/6/2013 

2/6/2013 

Local 

Sill 

iifffcc of Policy 

Olavania, Esther 

M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/13/2013 

2/13/2013 

Local 

$42 

Iffice of Policy 

Oiavarria. Esther 

M 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

12/4^012 

12/4/2012 

Atlanta, GA 

$43 1 

Jfficc of Policy 

Oiavarria, Esther 

M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/20/2012 

12/20/2012 

New York. NY 

S470 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

Begin 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Iffice of Policy 

Oiavarria, Esther 

M 

CONRiRENCE- 

rXDMESTIC 

1/28/2013 

l/28/aH3 

Las Vegas. NV 

S761 

Df'ficc of Policy 

Oiavarria, Esther 

M 

CONreRENCE- 

DOMESne 

9/26/2013 

9/26/2013 

Atlantic Beach, NC 

S!,3i7 

Office of the Secveiary 

Oiavarria. Esther 

M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

3/10/2014 

3/10/2014 

Local 

SI 20 

Office of the Secretary 

Oiavarria, Esther 

M 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

3/18/2014 

3/18/2014 

Local 

S40 

I^hief Information Officer 

(Dztnent. James 

SPEBTII/PRS- 

DOMF^TIC 

10/20/2013 

10/21/2013 

New York City-Al! Borough, NY 

S855 

'hief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACC SEC- 
FORRIGN 

ia7/20}2 

10/14/2012 

Istanbul, Turkey 

S4,413 

:hief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACCSI^- 

DOMESTIC 

IL«/2012 

11/12/2012 

New York City-Al! Borough, NY 

Si.33i 

:hief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

4/3>^013 

4/8/2013 

Tucson, AZ; Phoenix, AZ 

Si, 0.30 

Thief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

5/I5/20I3 

5/20/2013 

Los Angeles, CA; San Diego, CA 

Sl,266 

Thief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACC DEPSEC 
DOMES?! 

5/22/2013 

5/26/2013 

Boston. MA 

S738 

Thief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACC SEC- 
D(DMEST!C 

7/16/2013 

7/19/2013 

,San Diego, C'A; San Jo.se, CA 

SI, 657 

Thief of Staff 

Page. Abigail A 

ACC SEC- 
IXDMESfiC 

8/22/2013 

8/25/2013 

New York, NY 

S698 

Thief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

I2/2/20J3 

12/7/2013 

Ankara, Ttirkey 

$4,381 

Thief of Staff 

Page, Abigail A 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

!/m0!4 

I/2/20I4 

San Diego, CA; Houston, TX; 
Brownsville, TX 

$1.1.53 

Iffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Peaoxk. Nelson 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

10/22/2012 

10/24/2012 

Ft. Lauderdale. R..; Miami, EL 

$925 

Office of Legislative 

Affairs 

Peacock, Nelson 

ACC SEC- 
DOMI^TiC 

2/19/2013 

2/20/2013 

Ft. Lauderdale, FI. 

$26.1 

Office of Policy 

Pressman, David 

J 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/19/2012 

12/19/2012 

Local 

$44 

■Jffice of Policy 

Pressman, David 
,1 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

3/7/2013 

.1/7/2013 

Local 

$65 

Office of Policy 

Pressman, David 

J 

MEETING- 

IXDMESTIC: 

.3/21/2013 

.3/21/201.3 

Local 

$58 

Dffice of Policy 

Pressman. David 

J 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

7/1/201.3 

7/1/2013 

Local 

$43 

Iffice of Policy 

Pressman, David 

J 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

7/10/2013 

7/10/2013 

Ix5cal 

$27 






Local 

S3 7 






New York City-All Borough. NY; 

Yangon, Myanmar 

$4,812 

Office of Policy 

Pressman, David 

J 

CONreRBNCE- 

DOMESTIC 

4/26/2013 

4/28/2013 

Rioenix, AZ 

S986 

Iffice of Policy 

Pressman. David 

J 

ACC' DEP SEC 
DOMESTIC 

.3/27/2013 


New York, NY 


Dffice of Policy 

Qitijas. Louis F 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

i 1/7/20 12 


Local 


Dffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

2/4/2013 


local 


Dffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

MEEHNC- 

DOMESTIC 

2/13/2013 

2/1.1/2013 

Local 

$32 

Dffice of Policy 

Quijas. Louis F 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

7 / 15/2613 

7/15/2013 

Local 

$26 

Dffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

SPEECH/PRS- 

IXDMESTIC 

10/8/2012 

10/10/2012 

Long Beach, CA 

SI. 422 

Dffice of Policy 

Quijas. Louis F 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

10/1/2012 

10/3/2012 

San Diego, CA 

Si. 562 

Dffice of Policy 

Quijas. Louis 1'’ 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

12/11/2012 

12/14/2012 

Kansas City, MO 

SI. 862 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

Begin 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Dffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis ?■' 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

I/25/20I3 

1/26/2013 

Savannah, GA 

SI, 665 

Dffice of Policy 

Quijas, l^ouis F 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

4/19^2013 

4/20^13 

Kansas City, MO 

$1,296 

Iffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

5/3^013 

5/6/2013 

Nashville. TN 

Si. 160 

Iffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

5/21^013 

5/22/2013 

Boston. MA 

S670 

Iffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

5/28^2013 

5/31/2013 

Grapevine, TX 

SI, 645 

Iffice of Policy 

Quijas. Louis F 

SPEBCH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

6/4Q0I3 

6/6/2013 

Greensboro, NC 

SL742 

iffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

SPBECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

6/19/2013 

6/21/2013 

Charlotte, NC 

$1,32.3 

Iffice of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMF.STIC 

6/26A2013 

6/30/2013 

Orlando. FL 

$1,368 

Iffice of Policy 

Qutjas, Louis F 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

7/8/2013 

7/9/2013 

Willimaiitic, CT 

$1,303 

Ifftce of Policy 

Quijas, Louis F 

.SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMF^TIC 

7/26/2013 

7/29/2013 

Orlando, FL 

S785 

Jffice of the Secretary 

Ramanathan. Sue 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMRSTIC 

11/25^012 

11/28/2012 

Pasco. WA 

S9 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Ramanatban, Sue 

SITE VISIT- 
EXIMESTIC 

10/1/2012 

10/2/2012 

Philadelphia, PA 

$366 

Iffiee of Policy 

Redlinger, Steven 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

6/7/2013 

6/12/2013 

luts Vegas. NY 

$717 

Iffice of Policy 

Redlinger, Steven 

OTHER. 

DOMESTIC 

8/5/2013 

8/7/2013 

Trenton. NJ; Newark, NJ; New York, 

NY; Boston, MA 

$1,348 

Jft'ice of Policy 

Redlinger, Steven 

OTHER- 

DOMCSITC 

8/15/2013 

8/16/201.3 

Orlando, FL 

$751 

Iffice of Policy 

Redlinger, Steven 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

9/18/2013 

9/20/2013 

Newark. NJ; New York, NY; 

Burlington. VT; Boston, MA 

$1,533 

Iffice of Policy 

Redlinger, Steven 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

9/23/2013 

9/27/2013 

Chicago. IL; Seattle. WA 

$2,643 

•Iffice of Policy 

Redlinger, Steven 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

KV20/2013 

10/21/2013 

Biloxi. MS 

$81 

5ffice of the Secretary 

Sandweg, John 

ACC SEC’. 
DOMESTIC 

10/5/2012 

10/8/2012 

Sietra Vista, AZ 

S627 

Office of the Secretary 

Sandweg, John 

ACC SEC- 
FORF.IGN 

11/12/2012 

11/14/2012 

London. United Kingdom 

$1,145 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Sandweg. John R 

MEETING. 

FOREIGN 

12/17/2012 

12/20/2012 

Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

$3,813 

Iffice of the Secretary 

Sandweg, John 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

.5/.3/20i3 

5/4/2013 

Oakland. CA 

$928 

•Iffice of the Secretary 

Sandweg, John 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

5/ 1 7/20 1-3 

.5/17/2013 

Los Angeles, CA 

$398 

Dffice of the Secretary 

Sandweg. John 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

6/20/2013 

6/23/2013 

l.as Vegas, NV 


Office of the Secretary 

Sandweg. John 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

7/20/2013 

7/22/2013 

San Diego, CA; San Jose, CA 

$887 

;)ffice of the Secretary 

Sandweg, John 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

7/24/2013 

7/26/2013 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$55 1 

Office of Policy 

Sharp, Rebecca 

OTHER <=FYI2 

IO/n/2012 

IO/n/2012 

I-ocal 

$92 

Dffice of Policy 

Shaip, Rebecca 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/1 1/2012 


Luca! 


7hief Financial Officer 

Sherry. Margaret 

TRAINING- 

DOMESTIC 

7/3^013 

7/,3/2013 

I.x}cal 

$33 

.■'hief of Staff 

Shlossman. Amy 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

10/7/2012 

iO/14/2012 

Paris, France; Lyon. France; Sofia, 
Bulgaria; Ankara, Turkey; Istanbul, 
Turkey 

S2.6.52 

','hief of Staff 

Shlossman, Amy 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

10/21/2012 

10/22/2012 

New York. NY 

$863 

'hief of Staff 

Shlossman, Amy 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESriC 

11/10/2012 

H/1.3/2012 

New York. NY; Boston, MA 

$753 


128 


Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

B^in 

End Date 

Destination 

CosC= 

'hief of Siaff 

Shlossman, Amy 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

11/15/2012 

11/1^2012 

New York. NY; Newark, NJ 

S455 

?hiel' of Staff 

Shlossmau, Amy 

ACC SEC- 
DOMEvSTfC 

2/19/2013 

2/20/2013 

Port l.auderdaie. FL; Miami, FL 

S466 

’hief of Staff 

Shlossman, Amy 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

4/4/2013 

4/8/2013 

Houston, TX; McAllen, TX; Tucson, 

AZ: Phoenix. AZ 

S322 

I'hief of Staff 

Shlossman. Amy 

ACC SKI- 
DOMESTIC 

5/17/2013 

5/20/2013 

Los Angeles, CA 

S772 

Thief of Staff 

Shlossman. Amy 

ACCSEC- 

IX)MEST!C 

5/24/2013 

5/26/2013 

Boston. MA 

S379 

Thief of Staff 

Shlossman, Amy 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

6/14/2013 

6/16/2013 

New York, NY 

S785 

Thief of Staff 

Shlossman, Amy 

ACC SEC- 
fOREIGN 

7/1/2013 

7/7/2013 

Anchorage, AK; Vladivostok, Russia; 
Seoul. South Korea; Seattle, WA 

Sl,773 

Office of the Deputy 
iecretarv 

Silvers. Roben P 

ACC DEP SEC- 
IX)MESTIC 

■2J25/WH 

2/25/2014 

Local 

S43 

Office of the Deputy 
jecretarv 

Silvers, Robert P 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

3/unoi* 

3/14/2014 

Local 

S50 

Office of the Deputy 
iecretarv 

Silvers, Robert P 

ACC DEP SK- 
DOMESTIC 

2/17/2014 

2/19/2014 

Dallas. TX; Laredo. TX; McAllen. TX 

SI, 255 

Iffice of the Deputy 
Secretary 

Silvers, Robert P 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

3/16/2014 

3/18/2014 

Tucson, AZ; Phoenix. AZ 

SJ,737 

Iffice of the Deputy 

Secretary 

Silvers. Roben P 

ACC DRP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

3/13/^014 

3/14/2014 

Ottawa, Canada 

Sil 

Ift'ice of Policy 

Smith. Douglas A 

SPEKH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

10/15/2012 

10/16/2012 

Urs Angeles, CA 

SI, 000 

Office of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

SITE VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

10/18/2012 

10/19/2012 

Charleston, SC 

$1,179 

}ffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

CONFERENCE- 

DOMESTIC 

10/30/2012 

10/30/2012 

New York. NY 

$9 

Office of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

n/l/2012 

1 1/1/2012 

New York. NY 

$9 

;)ffice of Policy 

Smith. Douglas A 

MEETING- 

rXIMESTlC 

11/7/2012 

U/8/2012 

Los Angeles, CA 

SI, 325 

Office of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

ACC DEP SFX- 
DOMESTIC 

12/14/2012 

12/(4/2012 

New York. NY 

$332 

;)ffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/7/2013 

1/9/2013 

Berkeley. CA 

Si, 178 

Dffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas .A 

MEEIING- 

DOMESTIC 

1/14/2013 

1/16/2013 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,187 

Dffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

SPEFiTH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

i/22/2013 

1/22/2013 

Newark, NJ 

,?34 

Xfice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/6/2013 

2/7/2013 

Atlanta, CA 

S726 

Dffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 



4/15/2013 

Newaj’k, NJ 

$409 

Office of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTfC 

5/1/201.3 

5/2/2013 

Chicago, IL 

$69 1 

Office of Policy 





Las Vegas. NV 


Dffice of Policy 

Smith. !3oiiglas A 

SPEKHff*RS- 

DOMESTIC 

5/13/20!3 




Office of Policy 






jjjg 

Iffice of Policy 




7/2/2013 

New York, NY 

$530 

Office of Policy 

Smith. Douglas A 

SPEKH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

8/20/2013 

8/20/2013 

Detroit, Mi 

5545 

Jffice of Policy 

Smith. Douglas A 

OTHER- 

£X)MEST1C 

8/5/2013 

8/7/2013 

Trenton, NJ; Newark, NJ; New York 
Cily-AH Borough. NY; Boston. MA 

51,479 

Xfice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

SPEECH/PRS- 

DOMESTIC 

8/15/2013 

8/16/2013 

Orlando, FL 

S902 

Iffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

SPEKH/PRST- 

FOREIGN 

9/8A2013 

9/13/2013 

Beijing, China; Dalian, China 

S5.768 

Iffice of Policy 

Smith. Douglas A 

SPEKH/PRST- 

9/22/2013 

9/27/2013 

Bnissels. Belgium; Berlin, Germany 

S4,685 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpose 

Begin 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost’!' 



FOREIGN 





Iffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

9/18/2013 

9/18/2013 

Newark, NJ 

$428 

Dffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

9/19/2013 

9/20/2013 

Burlington, VT: Boston, MA 

$1,329 

Iffice of Policy 

Smith, Douglas A 

SPEECH^RS- 

DOMESTIC 

9/30/2013 

9/30/2013 

Miami, FL 

.$9 

Office of Policy 

Smith. Douglas A 

OTHER- 

DOMF,STlC 

10/^013 

10/21/2013 

Biloxi. MS 

$81 

"hief Information Officer 

Spires. Richard A 

MEF-TING- 

DOMESTiC 

iinmou 

11/21^012 

Local 

$201 

'hief Information Officer 

■Spires. Richard A 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/3/2013 

6/3/2013 

Local 

Slii 

!^hief Information Officer 

Spires, Richard A 

CONFERENCE- 

Df,)MESTIC 

10/28/2012 

10/30/2012 

Williamsburg. VA 

$27 

Thief Informaiion Officer 

Spires, Richard A 

MEETING- 

FOREIGN 

10/18/2012 

10/18/2012 

Ottawa, Canada 

$1,113 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Stevens, Clark 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

8/28/2013 

8/28/2013 

Local 

$31 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Stevens, Clark 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

7/21/2013 

7/24/2013 

Philadelphia. PA; San Francisco, CA; 
Monterey, CA; Brownsville. TX; 

Mexico Citv, Mexico 

$1,290 

Iffiee of Public Affairs 

Stevens, Clark 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

8/12/2013 

8/12/2013 

Cincinnati, Oh 

$12 

Office of Public Affairs 

Stevens. Clark 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

8/22/M 13 

8/23/2013 

New York. NY 

$780 

)ffice of Public Affairs 

Stevens. Clark 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

9/11/2013 

9/13/2013 

New York. NY; Rome, Italy 

S988 

Office of Public Affairs 

Stevens, Clark 

ACC SEC- 
FORKGN 

9/26/2013 

9/27/2013 

Montreal, Canada 

$399 

Dffice of Public Affairs 

Stevens, Clark 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

12/3/2013 

12/6/2013 

Brussels, Belgium; Ankara. Turkey; 

Berlin. GeviTianv 

S 1,326 

Jffice of Public Affairs 

Stevens, Clark 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/29/2014 

1/29/2014 

Teterboro, N.T 

$59 

Tlfficc of Public Affairs 

Stevens, Clark 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

2/4/2014 

2/6/2014 

Depart Washington, DC; Arrive 

Krakow. FC, POL; Depart Krakow, FC; 
Arrive Washington, DC 

S474 

!)ffice of Public Affairs 

Stevens. Clark 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

2/20/2014 

2/2.3/2014 

Los Angeles, CA; Denver, CO 

$606 

;)ffice of Policy 

SU’oud, Jr. Dennis 
M 

MEETlNti- 

F'ORIilGN 

8/.H/2yi3 

9/6/2013 

Delhi. India 

$3,508 

Dffice of Policy 

Stroud, Jr, Dennis 
M 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

9/24/2013 

9/27/2013 

Chicago, IL: Seattle, WA 

SI. 906 

Dffice of Policy 







Office of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Stroud, Michael 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/5/2013 


Local 


Office of Legislative 

Affairs 

Stroud, Michael 


3/21/2013 

3/21/2013 

Local 

$35 

.■)ffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Stroud. Michael 






!)ffice of the Deputy 
secretarv 

Stupak, Philip 

ACC DEP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

1/7/2013 

1/10/2013 

Berkeley, CA 

$1,00! 

Office of the Deputy 
iecretarv 

Siupak, Philip 

ACC DEP SEC- 
FOREIGN 

6/21/2013 

6/27/2013 

New Delhi, India; Mumbai, India 

$3,400 

Office of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Veitch, 

Alexandra 

OTHER- 

DOMivSne 

4/4/2013 

4/4/2013 

Ixrcal 

$121 

Iffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Veitch. 

Alexandra 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

7/23/2013 

7/23/2013 

Local 

$221 

Dffice of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Veitch, 

Alexandra 

ACCSEC- 

IXJMESTIC 

12/17/2013 

12/17/2013 

Local 

$148 
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Organization 

Traveler 

Purpr«e 

Begin 

Date 

End Date 

Destination 

Cost* 

Office of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Veitch, 

Alexandra 

MEETtNa 

DOMESTIC 

11/19/2013 

1 1/19/2013 

Local 

S162 

Office of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Veitch, 

Alexandra 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/12/2014 

2/12/2014 

Local 

$125 

Office of Legislative 
\ffairs 

Veitch, 

Alexandra 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

3/19/2014 

3/19/2014 

I^cal 

S156 

Office of Public Affairs 

Waters, Erin 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/12/2013 

9/12/2013 

Local 

S75 

Office of Public Affairs 

Waters, Erin 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

9/13/2013 

9/13/2013 

Local 

S34 

Office of Public Affairs 

Waters, Erin 

OTHER- 

DfOMES’nC 

1 1/12^012 

11/26/2012 

Lincroft, NJ 

S2,233 

Office of Public Affairs 

Waters, Erin 

ACC sk:- 
DOMESTIC 

3/2/2013 

3/5/2013 

New York, NY 

S703 

Office of Policy 

Wein, Matthew 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
DOMESTIC 

10/30/2012 

i 1/4/2012 

Tampa. FL 

S9 

Office of Policy 

Wein, Matthew 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

2/2/2013 

2/5/2013 

TAMPA. FL. USA; Depart TAMPA. 

FL To Arrive WASHINGTON. DC. 

USA 

S857 

Office of Policy 

Wein, Matthew 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

6/17/2013 

6/19/2013 

Tampa. FL 

Si, 151 

Office of Policy 

Wein, Matthew 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

12/4/2013 

12/10/2013 

Tampa. R. 

SI, 105 

Office of Policy 

Wein, Matthew 

PROGRAM visrr- 
EOREIGN 

12/13/2013 

12/19/2013 

Dubai, United Arab Emirates; Kabul, 
Afehanistan 

S4,484 

Office of Policy 

Wein, Matthew 

PROGRAM VISIT- 
FOREIGN 

2/I/20I4 

2/8/2014 

Wiesbaden, Germany 

S5.164 

Ohief of Staff 

Wexler, Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

iO/3/2012 

iO/14/2012 

Paris, France; Istanbul. Turkey 

S.5.806 

.’hief of Staff 

Wexler, Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

j 1/2/2012 

11/3/2012 

Charleston. WV 

$910 

Ohief of Staff 

Wexler, Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

11/14/2012 

11/16/2012 

New York City- All Borough. NY; 
Beiford, NJ 

SI.2.52 

Ohief of Staff 

Wexler, Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

4/1/2013 

4/2/2013 

Philadelphia. PA 

$491 

Ohief of Staff 




5/25/20(3 

Boston. MA 

S497 

Ohief of Staff 

Wexler, Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

9/26/2013 

9/27/2013 

Ottawa. Canada; New York City-All 
Borough, NY 

SI. 700 

Ohief of Staff 

Wexler. Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

11/30/2013 

I2n/2013 

Berlin. Germany 

$4,258 

Ohtefof Staff 

Wexler. Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC’- 
DOMESTIC 

1/19/2014 

1/23/2014 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,204 

Ohief of Staff 

Wexler. Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
EKIMESTIC 

1/28/2014 

1/29/20)4 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

S754 

Ohief of Staff 

Wexler. Rebecca 

K 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

2/15/2014 

2/23/2014 

lx)s Angeles. CA 

$1,090 

Office of Policy 

■Wilson. Naomi 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

7/.30/20I3 

7/.30/2013 

Ijacal 

$74 

Office of Policy 

Wilson, Naomi 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/17/2013 

9/17/2013 

Local 

$102 

Office of Policy 

Wilson, Naomi 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

U/27/2013 

1 1/27/20I3 

lx)cal 

$177 

Office of Public Affairs 

Wong, Heather 

OTHER- 

DOMESTIC 

1 1/27^012 

n/27/2012 

Ixjcal 

$146 

Office of Public Affairs 

Wong, Heather 

MEETING- 

DOMESTIC 

9/9/2013 

9/9/2013 

Local 

S24 

Office of Public Affairs 

Wong, Heather 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

lOn/2012 

10/13/2012 

Paris. France; Sofia, Bulgaria; Ankara. 
Turkey; Istanbul, Turkey 

$2,992 

Office of Public Affairs 

Wong, Heather 

ACC DFP SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

n/15/2012 

11/16/2012 

New York, NY 

S462 

Office of Public Affairs 

Wong. Heather 

ACC SEC- 
DOMESTIC 

5/9/2013 

5/9/2013 

New York City, NY 

S5!l 

Office of Public Affairs 

Wong, Heather 

ACC SEC- 

6/14/2013 

6/15/2013 

New York. NY 

S5i9 
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Purpose 

Begin 
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End Date 

Destination 

Cr)st* 



DOMRSTtC 





Iffice of Public Affairs 

Wong, Heather 

ACC DEP SEC- 
FOREIGN 

7/1/2013 

in nan 

Anchorage, AK; Vladivostok, Russia; 
Seoul. South Korea: Seattle. WA 

Si,578 

Iffice of Public Affairs 

Wong, Heather 

ACC SEC- 
FOREIGN 

9/18/2013 

9/20/2013 

McAllen, TX; Mexico City, Mexico 

S604 


^Docs not include government plane costs 


Question: Using the format provided last year, please identify for the Immediate Office of the Secretary and 
the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary, any base funding in the fiscal year 2015 request for costs to 
reimburse other government entities for the use of their own planes for travel by the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary. Please identify the funding in the base for reimbursement in fiscal year 2014 and anticipated for 
fiscal year 2015. 

ANSWER: 



FY14 

Projected 

FY15 

Anticipated 

Secretary 

$1,410,751 

$i, 29 1,050 

Deputy 

Secietarv 




Funding projected for reimbursennent of USCG planes 


Contracts 


Question: Please provide a list of the sole source contracts executed by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO in 2013 
and in fiscal year 20 1 4 to dale. Organize the list by contractor, purpose, dolhir award, full performance value, 
contract start date, contract end date, and reason for issuing a sole-source contract. 

ANSWER: See the attached spreadsheet for the list of the applicable OSEM. USM. CIO and CFO sole source 
contracts. 

FY 2013 Sole Source Contracts for OSEM, USM. CIO and CFO 


Vendor Name 

Purpose 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Reason for 
Sole Source 

ACS Desktop 
Solutions, Inc 

Enterprise 
Correspondence 
Tracking Management 
System/ Intranet 

Quorum Annua! 
Maintenance Upgrade 

$96,919.20 

$96,919.20 

6/28/2013 

8/18/2014 

Only One 
Source 

American 

Society for 

Testing and 
Materials 

Subscription for 
American Society for 
Testing and Materials 

$24,270.00 

$24,270.00 

9/3/2013 

8/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Ammunition 
Accessories Inc. 

Ammunition - 9rnm 
Luear -bP 

$2,321.00 

$2,.'t21.00 

7/16/2013 

9/14/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Annams Systems 
Corporation 

Sunflower Asset 
Management System 
Softwaje Support 

$29,757.83 

$29,757.83 

9/30/2013 

11/27/2013 

Only One 
Source 
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Vendor Name 

Purpose 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Reason for 
Sole Source 

Annams Systems 
Cotporation 

Sunflower Asset 
Management System 
Software Support 

$290,813.61 

$499,046.61 

2/12/2014 

11/13/2015 

Only One 
Source 

Association of 

Government 

Accountants 

Siippoit- Management; 
Financial 

$7,500.00 

$7,500.00 

12/13/2012 

5/31/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Association of 

Government 

Accountants 

Support- Management: 
Financial - Association 
of Government 
Accountants 

Certification of 
Excellence in 
Accountability 

Reporting Program 
Review 

$7,500.00 

$7,500.(X) 

12/19/2013 

6/30/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Booz Alien 
Hamilton Inc 

Program Management/ 
Support 

$11,525.44 

$11,525.44 

2/5/2013 

3/8/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Brainwave 
Solutions LLC 

DHSNET Network 
Connectivity to 130 
Analog Camera 
Locations at the 
Nebraska Avenue 
Complex for Future 
Conversion to Digital 

IP Cameras 

$376,978.75 

$1,029,946.90 

9/26/2013 

9/26/2016 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Bniinwave 
Solutions LLC 

Video 

Teleconferencing 

System Maintenance 
Support 

$255,048.99 

$[,371..366.30 

6/28/2013 

6/27/2018 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Business 

Research 

Services Inc 

Direct Link From the 
OSDBU Intranet 
Homepage to the BRS 
Newsletter 

$16,000.00 

$16,000.00 

12/5/2012 

12/10/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Carahsoft 

Technology 

Corporation 

Adobe Products 

Upgrade Licenses 

$3,268.19 

$3-268.19 

8/6/2013 

8/7/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Cbt Supply 
Incorporated 

Mobile Computer 

Smart Desks 

$14,747.40 

$14,747.40 

9/25/2013 

3/24/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Cellebrite USA 
Corp 

Universal Forensic 
Extraction Device 

$5,084.00 

$5,084.00 

9/2-3/2013 

1 1/22/201 3 

Only One 
Source 

Centech Group 

Inc 

Integrated Security 
Management System 
Application 

Maintenance, 
Enhancements, and 
Modifications Support 
Services 

$0.00 

$2,488,000.00 

6/26/2013 

6/25/2016 

Only One 
Source 

Centech Group 

Inc 

Integrated Security 
Management System 
Foreign National 

Visitor Screening 

Model Enhancements 

$84,778.13 

$84,778.13 

9/ 1 3/20 13 

3/12/2014 

Only One 
Source 
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Vendor Name 

Purpose 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Reason for 
Sole Source 

Centech Group 

Inc 

Enhancements for 
integrated Security 
Management System 
for ICE 

$80,831.18 

$80,831.18 

9/13/2013 

3/12/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Centech Group 

Inc 

Enhancements for 
Integrated Security 
Management System 

$519,999.96 

$519,999.96 

6/27/2013 

6/25/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Compusearch 

Software 

Systems. Inc, 

ADP Software and 
Support 

$916,704.00 

$916,704.00 

9/6/2013 

9/20/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Compusearch 

Software 

Systems, Inc. 

ADP Software 

$545,236.68 

$545,236.68 

9/19/2013 

9/27/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Compusearch 

Software 

Systems, Inc. 

ADP Software 

$1,683,073.4 

7 

$1,683,073.47 

9/28/2013 

9/27/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Continuent, Inc. 

Tungsten Active 
Database Server 
Subscription and 
Database Replication 
Support Subject Matter 
Expert for DHS CIO 

$35,000.00 

$105,000.00 

6/11/2013 

6/10/2016 

Only One 
Source 

Compusearch 

Software 

Systems, Inc. 

ADP Software 

S256,.3 15.00 

$832,047.00 

10/31/2012 

9/28/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Deloitte 

Consulting Lip 

IT and Telecom- Other 
IT and 

Teiecommunication.s - 
Enrollment Issuance 
Workstations for 

HSPD- 12 Program 

$499,707.96 

$499,707.96 

2/13/2014 

8/13/2015 

Only One 
Source 

DLT Solution,s. 
Inc. 

Autodesk Building 
Design Suite .Standard 
Subscription Renewal 

$13,765.92 

$13,765.92 

6/27/2013 

9/8/2014 

Only One 
Source 

DLT Solutions, 
LLC 

Subscription Renewal 
for Web Content 
Management as a 

Service Gold Software 

$1.3.964.00 

$20,946.00 

2/6/2013 

2/6/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Electronic Data 

Systems 

Corporation 

DHS HQ E-Gov Travel 
Services 

$79,667.70 

$79,667.70 

7/9/2013 

11/11/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Electronic Data 

Systems 

Corporation 

DHS HQ E-Gov Travel 
Services 

$306,825.89 

$620,378.41 

n/8/2013 

11/11/2015 

Only One 
Source 

ESCGOV 

Purchase of IBM 
Rational Software 
Subscription and 

Support 

$36,145.40 

$36,145.40 

3/1/2013 

.3/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

ESCGOV 

IBM Lotus Software 
for the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer 

$35,639.77 

$35,639.77 

3/28/2013 

3/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

ESCGOV 

IBM SPSS Licenses 

$70,506.09 

$70,506.09 

8/26/2013 

9/1/2014 

Only One 
Source 
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Vendor Name 

Purpose 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Reason for 
Sole Source 

EsSl 

International 

Incorporated 

Edu c ation/T rai ni ng- 
Leciures 

$12,000.00 

$12,000.00 

.3/20/2014 

.3/21/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Executive 

Information 

Systems. 

SAS Software 
Maintenance 

$29,164.00 

$29,164.00 

5/7/2013 

5/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

FCN. Inc. 

Apple 

ComputerAVorkstation 

s 

$58,366.21 

$58,366.21 

9/25/2013 

U/25/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Federal Prison 
Industries Inc 

Office Furniture 

$29,924.58 

$29,924.58 

7/26/2013 

9/30/2013 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Federal Prison 
Industries Inc 

Office Furniture 

$12,916.00 

$12,916.00 

12/11/2013 

2/18/2014 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Federal Prison 
Industries Inc 

Office Furniture 

$19,449.07 

$19,449.07 

1/3/2014 

3/10/2014 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Federal Prison 
Industries Inc 

Support- Management 
- Data Collection, Data 
Entry Sei'vices 

$40,000.00 

$40,000.00 

8/7/2013 

9/14/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Federated IT, 

Inc. 

IT and Telecom- IT 
Strategy and 

Atx:hitecture - National 
Capital Region IT 
Build-Out 

$274,986.55 

$274,986.55 

9/27/2013 

12/29/2013 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Federated IT, 

Inc. 

It and Telecom- 
Facility Operation and 
Maintenance - Support 
Services for St 

Elizabeth 

$0.00 

$8,443.34 

5/16/2013 

6/14/2013 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Federated IT. 

Inc. 

IT and Telecom- 
Annual Hardware 
Maintenance Service 
Plans - Annual IT 
Maintenance Services 

49.076.76 

$295,207.56 

9/24/2013 

9/23/2017 

Authorized 

By Statute 

G L P Inc 

Lighting and 

Stagehand Services 

$13,924.65 

$13,924.65 

2/20/2013 

3/13/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Cans & Pugh 
Associates, Inc. 

Intrusion Detection 
Systems - Panther 
Systems bv Avida 

$52,638.00 

$52,638.00 

9/26/2013 

1/30/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Gartner, Inc. 

It and Telecom- Web- 
Based Subscription - 
Gartner License 

$31,240.00 

$98,484.00 

7/1/2013 

6/30/2016 

Only One 
Source 

Genera! 

Dynamics 

Information 

Technology 

Incorporated 

Support Manangement 
for Communications 
Security (Com.sec) 

$322,787.20 

$653,574.40 

9/26/2013 

3/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Government 
Marketing and 
Procu 

Annual Hosting and 
Maintenance for 
Automated Motor Pool 
System 

$5,388.71 

$5,388.71 

9/11/2013 

9/29/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Government 

Technology 

Solution 

Adp Software - My 
Profile Gold Support 

$15,750.00 

$47,250.00 

6/14/2013 

7/11/2016 

Only One 
Source 
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Vendor Name 

Purpose 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Reason for 
Sole Source 

GovPiace 

E Maintenance 

Renev/al for Ymy/are 
Software Tools 

$37,773.60 

$37,773.60 

4/1/2013 

3/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

GTSICorp. 

DCM TSA FAMS 
NETAPP Hardware 
Purchase In Support of 
Migrations to DC2 

$423,318.75 

$423,318.75 

5/7/2013 

7/6/2013 

Only One 
Source 

GTSI Corp. 

Symantec License 
Renewal 

$497,723.16 

$497,723.16 

3/29/2013 

3/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

GTSI Corp. 

Symantec Renewal 
ENSS 

$133,484.21 

$133,484.21 

4/2.3/2013 

3/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Iinmixtechnolog 
y, Inc. 

Mcafee Data Lost 
Prevention Endpoint 
Licenses 

$129,312.93 

$129,312.93 

6/25/2013 

6/25/2014 

Only One 
Source 

fmmixtechnolog 
y, Inc. 

Immix Verint Software 
Solutions De- 
Commission 

$6,832.26 

$6,832.26 

2/10/2014 

5/9/2014 

Only One 
Source 

i’ntech LLC 

Radio Frequency 
Shielded Enclosure 
System 

$69,145.00 

$69,145.00 

8/29/2013 

9/28/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Internationa! 
Association of 
Privacy 

Professionals, the 

Newspapers and 
Periodicals - 
Subscription Service 
for One Year 

$10,000.00 

$10,000.00 

2/20/2013 

4/30/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Iron Mountain 

information 

Management, 

Inc. 

IT and Telecom- Data 
Centers and Storage - 
Records Management 
and Data Protection 
Services 

$2,716.00 

$11,107.12 

3/27/2014 

9/30/2016 

Only One 
Source 

Jab Innovative 
Solutions. LLC 

Communication and 
Marketing 

Management for First 
Source 11 and Pacts II 

$543,109.40 

$2,328,630.60 

9/30/2013 

9/29/2015 

Authorized 

By Statute 

LNS 

Technology, Inc, 

Program Training 
Support for Fuel 
AcQui.sitions 

$56..349.88 

$56,349.88 

5/14/2013 

9/30/2013 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Microsoft 

Corporation 

SITZ In 

Redmond 

Corporation 

ADP Software 

$1,038,840.0 

0 

$1,038,840.00 

9/20/2013 

9/25/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Microsoft 

Corporation 

SITZ In 

Redmond 

Coiporation 

Microsoft Consulting 
Sei-vices for DHS 

Active Directory 

$1,468,485.0 

0 

$1,468,485.00 

9/27/2013 

9/26/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Microsoft 
Coiporation Sitz 

In Redmond 
Corporation 

Microsoft Premier 
Support Services 
Subscription for the 
Enterprise System 
Development Office 

$49,950.00 

$49,950.00 

8/21/2013 

8/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 
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Vendor Name 

Purpose 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Reason for 
Sole Source 

Microsoft 

Corporation 

SITZ In 

Redmond 

Corporation 

MS Consulting Support 
for HSD 

$1,163,000.0 

0 

$1,163,000.00 

9/24/2013 

9/2,5/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Microsoft 

Corporation 

SITZ In 

Redmond 

Corporation 

MS Consulting Support 
for EsSD 

$.555,280.00 

$555,280.00 

9/17/2013 

9/17/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Microsoft 

Corporation 

SITZ In 

Redmond 

Corporation 

MS Premier for HSD 
{CR094) 

$1,199,865.0 

0 

$1,199,865.00 

9/20/2013 

9/25/2014 

Only One 
Source 

National Fire 
Protection 
Association, Inc, 

Subscription for 

National Fire Codes 

$33,000.00 

$33,000.00 

9/3/2013 

8/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

National Journai 
Group Inc 

National Journal 
Subscription 

$10,335.00 

$10,335.00 

8/29/2013 

8/31/2014 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Netcentric 
Technologies Inc 

ADP Software - 
Commoniook for 

Adobe Acrobat Annual 
SMA, Commoniook 
Clarity Upgrade 

$5,702.52 

$5,702.52 

8/L5/2013 

9/29/2014 

Only One 
Source 

New Tech 
Solutions, Inc. 

Webex Service 

Products 

$12,404.00 

$28,964.00 

6/19/2013 

6/23/2015 

Authorized 

By Statute 

Organization for 
the Advancement 
of Structured 
Information 
Standards 

Annual Renewal of the 
Organization for the 
Advancement of 
Structured Information 
Standards (Oasis) 
Membership 

$8,000.00 

$8,000.00 

12/27/2012 

12/31/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Organization for 
the Advancement 
of Structured 
Information 
Standards 

Annual Renewal of the 
Organization for the 
Advancement of 
Structured Information 
Standards Membership 

$8,825.00 

$8,825.00 

l/iO/2014 

12/31/2014 

Only One 
Source 

R H G Group 
Incojporated 

Employee 

Transportation 

Services 

$24,960.00 

$24,960.00 

4/30/2013 

1/31/2018 

Only One 
Source 

R H G Group 
Incorporated 

Employee 

Transportation 

Services 

$562,109.33 

$562,109.33 

1/31/2013 

1/31/2018 

Only One 
Source 

Security 
Engineered 
Machinery Co., 

Inc. 

Maint/Rcpair/Rebuiid 

Of Equipment- On Site 
Preventive 

Maintenance 

Agreement 

$11,157.06 

$.59,2,84..84 

7/31/2013 

7/31/2018 

Only One 
Source 
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Vendor Name 

Purpose 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Reason for 
Sole Source 

Smiths Detection 
Incorjwrated 

M ai n t/Repai r/Rebui 1 d 

Of Equipment- 
Electrical and 

Electronic Equipment 
Components - 
On Site Maintenance 
Asreement 

$16,554.42 

$98,073.84 

7/15/2013 

7/15/2018 

Only One 
Source 

Syn-Tech 

Systems Inc 

Fuel Master Pumps 

Communications 

infrastructure 

$115,017.87 

$115,017.87 

9/25/2013 

9/24/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Syn-Tech 

Systems Inc 

Fuel Sharing 

Capability Between 

ICE and CBP in El 

Paso, Texas. 

$104,355.00 

$104,355.00 

6/17/2013 

6/30/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Terrapixel 

AdDP Software - 
Imagery Hosting 

$148,900.00 

$148,900.00 

9/24/2013 

9/26/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Theatre Services, 
Inc 

Usher Services for 
Secretary’s Award 
Ceremony 

$1,800.00 

$1,800.00 

2/19/2013 

3/13/2013 

Micro 

Purchase 

Threshold 

Transformational 
Security, LLC 

Communications 
Security Equipment 
and Components - 
TSCM Kit 

$105,164.00 

$105,164.00 

9/1 1/2013 

.3/30/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Troux 

Technologies, 

Inc 

ADP Software - 
Renewal of EA Tools 
Licenses with Troux 
Technologies 

$265,047.86 

$620,694.50 

8/16/2013 

8/17/2018 

Only One 
Source 

Troux 

Technologies, 

Inc 

Troux Software 

Architect Bundle 
Training 

$58,942.40 

$58,942.40 

12/31/2012 

2/1/2013 

Only One 
Source 

Washington 

Metropolitan 

Area Transit 
Authority 

Transit Subsidy 

Benefits 


$23,135,182.4 

9 

6/10/2013 

6/9/2018 

Only One 
Source 

Washington 

Metropolitan 

Area Transit 
Authority 

Transit Subsidy 
SmarTrip Benefits 

$3,657,681.8 

6 

$3,657,681.86 

6/12/2013 

6/11/2014 

Only One 
Source 

Xtec 

Incorporated 

IT and Telecom- Other 
IT and 

Telecommunications - 
Enrollment Issuance 
Workstations for the 
HSPD-12 Program 

$1,211,464.1 

4 

$5,269,071.05 

2/14/2014 

2/13/2015 

Only One 
Source 

Xtec 

Incorporated 

Identity Management 
System Infrastructure 
Support 

$5,824,239.8 

0 

$5,824,239.80 

2/14/2013 

2/13/2014 

Only One 
Source 
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Question: Please provide for the record a list of all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO contracts, grants and other 
transactions where work is performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar 
award, full performance value, as well as contract start and end date. 

ANSWER: There were no OSEM, USM, CIO or CFO contracts, grants or other transactions that were 
performed outside of the United States in 2013 or fiscal year 2014 to date. 

Reception and Representation 

Question: Please provide a summary chart that shows the amount of reception and representation expenses 
provided to each DHS agency in fiscal years 2012 and 2013, fiscal year 2014 to date, and requested in fiscal 
year 2015. Please also include a table that displays what each agency spent for reception and representation in 
fiscal year 2013, and how much funding has been obligated to date in fiscal year 2014, and an explanation for 
each expenditure. 

ANSWER: Please see the table on the following pages. 



140 


If 

Il 

C o 

s ^ in 
w C zj 

I <u o A 

N '5 ® 
« s § 
I “3 

iifS 

O ^ i—f 

•2 S o 

c « fS 

« c r 

s I ^ 

« 

g* IS 2 
a Qti 


o s 


12 c 

o v 

:>. *{« 
r 4> , 


>■ B 


>- ; 

c&< 


^ J 


>- ; 


S 
^ o 


ti 

o 

e 

£ 


< 

^ c5 


D Z P 


g 


W)jLiI 

E'^ 
UJ 


£ = 


P 


OJ S 


is 


T3 t; 

c 'n: 
3 o 

It, £ 

Cl, 2 
05 iO 
Ci T3 
05 2 
J= 

P 

05 ’ — , 
T3 ^ 


cn a, a. 

^ & o 
cn ^ .2 

D ^ « 

u ^ «= 
05 c <y 

i ■§ £ 

S & Q. 

O' 45 05 
^ 05 “ 

S ^ 

o “ c 
w TS {3 
0) ^ 


O 60 

< •§ 
C/5 ^ 

H 5 


5 I 

(N P 


2 C -C 
sj D, 
„ p 


O T3 

<u c 

5 C^: 

f- Qi 


>- 

u. 


X3 

S 

$ 


H ' 




141 


Department of Homeland Security 

OfScial Reception and Representation Obligations and Expenditures 

FY 2014 (through March 31, 2014) bv Component 

Expenditures 

$30 

001$ 

$36 


o 

r- 

$6 


in 

$1,329 

$470 

$200 

$60 

$20 

$61 

Obligations 

$30 

$100 

$36 

$o 

o 

r- 

$6 

f" 

$75 

OS 

<N 

$470 

$200 

$60 

$20 

19$ 

Description of Items 
Purchased 

Guest Book for 
Meetings with 

Foreign Delegations 

Breakfast with Dutch 
delegation 

Lunch with Author 
and Council on 

Foreign Relations 
Fellow 

Model train set 

Lunch with Polish 
Embassy Deputy 

Chief of Mission 

Gift wrap for official 
gifts 

Soap and towel sets 

Wreath laying at 
Dachau in Poland 

u 

c 

'<3 

H 

Deputy Secretary 
coin die and pre- 
production sample 

Commercial appraisal 
of official gifts 
received 

Breakfast with 
government officials 
discussing countering 
violent extremism 

Lunch with NBC 
correspondent 

Bulk coffee supply 
for official meetings 

Purpose of Event 

Supplies 

Meals and 
Refreshments 

Meals and 
Refreshments 

Mementos 

Meals and 
Refreshments 

Mementos 

Mementos 

Mementos 

o 

c 

a> 

£ 

w 

Mementos 

Mementos 

Meals and 
Refreshments 

Meals and 
Refreshments 

Supplies 

Date of 
Event 

12/5/2013 

12/5/2013 

12/11/2013 

o 

CN 

5^ 

I/I 5/2014 

1/20/2014 

1/28/2014 

1/29/2014 

1/31/2014 

1/31/2014 

2/11/2014 

2/12/2014 

2/13/2014 

1 

fi 

4) 

> 

o 

V 

B 

a 

Z 

Office Meeting 
Supplies 

Acting Secretary 
Breakfast 

Acting Secretary 
Lunch 

Official Gift 

Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary 
lunch 

Official Gift 

Supplies 

Official Gifts 

Official 

Presentation 

Official Gifts 

Official Gifts 

Official Gift 

Deputy Secretary 
Breakfast 

Secretary Lunch 

Office Mating 
Supplies 

Component 

Name 
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DHS-Wide Audit 


Questions: Please provide the status of a clean, unqualified audit of the DHS budget to be conducted by an 
independent party. 


ANSWER: DHS received a clean audit opinion of the Department’s financial statements by an independent 
auditor in FY 2013. DHS is working to sustain this opinion, while continuing to make progress on achieving an 
unqualified opinion on Interna! Controls over Financial Reporting, which the Department plans to do by FY 


2016. 


Financial Management System Modernization 


Question: The fiscal 2015 request includes funds for the Financial Systems Modernization (FSM) effort. What 
are the next components who are in the “queue” for modernization, and what is your estimate for the cost for 
remaining modernization projects? Please provide a copy of the FSM program execution plan to the 
Committee. 

ANSWER: The FY 2015 President’s Budget request includes funding to complete the move of USCG and its 
customer TSA to a financial system service provider. Additionally, funds are requested to begin moving some 
ICE customers, NPPD and S&T, to a shared service provider plus continued support to CBP as an internal 
service provider. Finally, the FY 2015 President’s Budget requests budget authority for U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Service to utilize fee funding to implement financial systems modernization. The estimated cost 
after FY 2015 to complete moving ICE and its customers as well as FEMA to a financial service provider is 
over $100 million. 

Following table shows the execution plan for DRS financial systems modernization efforts in FY 2015; 


Component 

FY15 

($ in millions) 

CBP 

$i.3a) 

USCG 

$13,600 

TSA 

$14,190 

CIS 

$17,528 

S&T 

$9,000 

HO 

$.3,000 

NPPD 

$7,280 

Total 

$67,898 


Data Center Miaration 

Question: The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2014 provided $42.2 million for data center consolidation 
to migrate FEMA, USCIS, TSA and CBP to the Enterprise Data Centers. Please describe in more detail how 
you are using these funds in fiscal year 2014. 


ANSWER: Table on next page. 




144 


Total 




$34,000,293 
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Information Technology Security 


Question: The Office of the Chief Information Officer supports multiple information and data networks for 
DHS. While all the design is intended to improve security from external threats or system failures, and improve 
performance and connectivity within the Department, there will always be a risk of “insider threats” to DHS 
systems. Please describe the programs and efforts in place to both prevent external threats and to assure internal 
security, with associated funding. 

ANSWER: Mitigating Insider Threats on Unclassified Systems; 

DHS Enterprise SOC : The DHS Enterprise Security Operations Center (SOC) provides Department-level 
support to ensure the security of DHS information systems. The SOC was established in accordance with the 
Federal Information Security Management Act (FISMA), and the Homeland Security Presidential Directive 
(HSPD) 7 as a single point of reporting and management for information security incidents across DHS. The 
current DHS Enterprise SOC is chartered to prevent, detect, contain, and eradicate external and internal cyber 
threats to DHS networks through monitoring, intrusion detection, and protective security services to DHS 
information systems, including DHS wide area networks (WAN), Trusted Internet Connections (TIC), Policy 
Enforcement Points (PEP), Component local area networks (LAN), security devices, servers, and workstations. 

DHS Next Generation Architecture : To successfully protect the Homeland, the DHS workforce must be able to 
access IT services anytime and anywhere. To achieve this objective, DHS is transitioning to an “as a service” 
model, where DHS manages service providers instead of infrastructure. Moving to a managed service provider 
model instead of managing infrastructure assets allows a transfer of risk to the vendors delivering the 
infrastructure services to DHS while providing DHS the benefit of reduced capital expenditures and on-demand 
services. DHS will provide Infrastructure as a Service (laaS), Software as a Service (SaaS), and Platform as a 
Service (PaaS). 

Enterprise Data Centers : DHS uses Enterprise Data Centers to implement security controls across multiple 
systems. OCIO has developed a catalog for DHS enterprise-level controls with over 3 1 security controls 
covering DHS policy, training and awareness, and program management. 

Defense-in-Depth Strategy ; DHS is executing an advanced Defense-in-Depth strategy that continues to address 
new and existing threats. This strategy is a multi-tiered approach that features five layers of controls with a 
sixth set of controls tliat cuts across all five layers. The layered defense architecture includes perimeter 
controls, network controls, system-level controls, end-poini device management controls, and data controls, and 
cross-layer controls. This security strategy provides protection that most employees lack on their home, school, 
or contractor-issued computers. 

Continuous Diagno.stics and Monitoring (CDM) : The DHS CDM capability promotes near real-time risk 
management and ongoing information system authorization, and supports the evolution of the DHS IT 
environment towards a private and public cloud. The intent is to re-engineer the security process across DHS to 
allow the agency to understand the security state of an information system over Lime and maintain the initial 
security authorization in its dynamic operational environment, with changing threats, vulnerabilities, 
technologies, and missions/business functions. This requires DHS to acquire or develop tools that collect, 
correlate, and analyze cybersecurity infonnation. These tools will help automate FISMA related activities and 
develop automated risk models that are applicable to vulnerabilities and threats identified by security 
management tools. 

Enterprise-wide Identity Management : DHS is completing its implementation of Personal Identity Verification 
(PIV) cards. PIV cards provide secure logical access to government facilities, networks, and information 
systems. Additionally, DHS is implementing an enterprise-wide Identity Management policy and system, along 
with enforcement of data level controls, which allows DHS to facilitate improved secure and trusted 
information sharing. The Homeland Security Information Network is serving as the pilot for what DHS will 
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implement as a reference for enterprise-wide capabilities for policy based access that will help balance the 
responsibility of sharing information with safeguarding information across a diverse culture. 

Mitigating Insider Threats on Classified Systems: 

A number of efforts are underway to mitigate insider threats on DHS classified systems. Many of these efforts 
have been mandated by the Senior Information Sharing and Safeguarding Steering Committee in support of 
Executive Order 13587 and by the National Security Council Staff as outlined in the memorandum Near-term 
Measures to Reduce the Risk of High Impact Unauthorized Disclosures. 

In 2012, the Steering Committee established its initial priorities as: (1) mitigating risks inherent to removable media, 
(2) reducing anonymity, (3) establishing insider threat programs, <4) improving access control, and (5) enhancing 
enterprise audit. It is essential that DHS completes their efforts to reach full operating capability in each of these 
areas, particularly in establishing their insider threat programs in accordance with the President's National Insider 
Threat Policy and Minimum Standards. 


Initiative 

FY 2014 Dollars 
{in Millions) 

Access Control 

$6.9 

Enterprise Audit 

$4.4 

Reduce Anonymity 

$8.5 

Removable Media 

$1.2 


While the majority of the planned work toward Final Operating Capability (FOC) for each of these initiatives 
will take place in FY 2015 and FY 2016, many tasks have already begun. DHS has already surpassed many 
other departments and agencies by being the first to issue Public Key Infrastructure (PKI) using the Common 
Service Provider (CSP) in support of the Reduced Anonymity initiative. The Department also continued to 
make progress on enhancements to DHS audit capabilities for delecting anomalous network activity in support 
of both the Enterprise Audit and Insider Threat efforts and, in furtherance of the Removable Media initiative, 
will continue to expand the use of cross-domain solutions to limit the need for removable media between 
classified domains. In FY 2014 and 2015, the Department will also work to further develop the infrastructure 
and policies for federated interoperable access controls that will restrict access to sensitive information to only 
authorized UvSers and will continue to support the IT functionalities of DHS’ insider threat detection capabilities 

Finally, the Department will also continue to reduce the number of Component classified networks by merging 
those networks into the enterprise, creating significant cost avoidance for those Components and ensuring 
alignment with enterprise sharing and safeguarding activities already underway. 

Inter-Agency and Intra^Departmental Agreements 

Question: Please update the data provided last year regarding any new or amended memoranda of agreement 
(MOAs), memoranda of understanding (MOUs), or other formal agreements established within DHS between 
components and between components and the interagency, including a concise description. Again, this list 
should be broken out at the component level and, for each, list relevant agreements (I) between ihe component 
and other DHS entities and (2) between the component and other departments and agencies. 

ANSWER: Please see accompanying spreadsheet providing all Department MOAs, MOUs, and lAAs through 
March 31, 2014. 
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Department of Homeland Security 
Inter-Agency/Intra-Departmenta) Agreements 
National Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD) 


Inter-Agency/tntra-Departmentai 

Agreements 

Description 

Other Agency/ 

Department 

inter-agency Agreement 

Gray Phones for the Office of the Undersecretary 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Support for the National Vulnerability Database 
(NVD) 

Biometric SuDDOrt Services 

Department of Commerce (DOC) - National institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Collaboration/Support services for execution of 
essential stakeholder engagement and outreach 
activities. 

Radio Frequency Spectrum Management Services 

Department of Commerce (DOC) - National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration 
(NTIA) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Publishing and distribution issues of "CrossTalk" - 
Government -Sponsored Professional Software 
Engineering Journal for Software Security and 
Software Assurance for the DHS; 

Support for the Control System Security Program 
{CSSP) 

Development and Sustainment of Phase II of the 
CyberPatriot recruitment, mentoring, registration, 
and team information portal; 

Systems engineering and technology support for 
IDENT and ADIS. 

Department of Defense (DoD) - Air Force 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Subject Matter Expert Services; 

CAPTAP ROECOM Courseware. 

Department of Defense (DoO) - Army 

inter-agency Agreement 

Independent Operational Test Authority {IOTA) to 
test and evaluate Priority Services. 

Department of Defense (OoO) - Defense Information 
Systems Agency (DISA) 

inter-agency Agreement 

ISCO Program Operations and Tiering Analysis 

Department of Defense (DoO) - Defense Technical 
Information Center IDTICi 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Tuition at DDESS - Puerto Rico 

Department of Defense (DoD) - Education Activity 
(OoDEA) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Salaries, travel and required Operations and 
Maintenance costs for up to 75 personnel to 
conduct field work associated with VAs and RRAP. 

Department of Defense (DoD) • National Guard Bureau 
(NG8) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Support Services for the OHS Strategic Planning 
Forum (DSPF); 

Technical assistance and support services for the 
Border Interoperability Demonstration Technical 
Assistance Program (BIOTAP) in support of The 
Border Interoperability Demonstration Project 
(BID-P): 

Continuing Telephone Services at the OHS NCPS 
Operations and Services Center at Chiefs Way; 
Interoperable Communications Technical 

Assistance Program (ICTAP) support services; 
Custodial Services for DHS NCPS Operations and 
Services Center at Chiefs Way {NAVFAC SE); 
Continuing utility services consisting of electric, 
water, natural gas, and sewer to OHS NCPS 
Operations and Services Center at Chiefs Way; 

Conti nuing Base Operating Services at the OHS 
NCPS Operations and Services Center at Chieft 

Way; 

Refuse Collection Services for OHS NCPS 

Operations and Services Center at Chiefs Way; 
Postgraduate cybersecurity curriculum. 

Department of Defense (DoD) - Navy 
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inter-agency Agreement 

Satellite Phones Acquisition Support; 

Multi-agency Coliaboration Environment (MACE) 
support to meet the requirements of HSPD-? and 
the National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP), 
DHS NPPD and subordinate components 
requirements; 

Protective Security Advisor (PSA) Secure Satellite 
Phone Annual Service (PSCD) 

Logistics Management Support Services; 
Government Emei^ency Telecommunication 
Services for Network; 

Government Emergency Telecommunications 
Services (GETS) and Special Routing Arrangement 
Service (SRAS) Inter-Exchange Carrier (iXC) services 
contract support; 

Iridium satellite phones, service, and related parts 
(secure voice and unsecure data); 

Airtime services for 9 iridium Phones; 

Next Generation Network (NGN) Government 
Emergerjcy Telecommunications Services (GETS) 
priority features; 

Long-haul teiecommunications support services 
for the National Cybersecurity Protection System 
(NCPS) network infrastructure; 

National Security and Emergency Preparedness 

Department of Defense (DoD) - Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Creation of a reference characterization of 
cybersecurity threat information. 

Identification and Prioritization of infrastructure 
systems for which disruptions by natural disasters 
could cause significant national consequences. 

Department of Defense (DoD) - Washington 

Headquarters Service (WHS) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Cyber Prioritization Support Services; 

Vulnerability tool development, analyses, 
evaluations, assessments and strategic planning 
support services; 

PSCD Technical Support Program; 

Analytical support services in the development of 
critical infrastructure and key resources (CIKR) 
protection and resilience outcome-based metrics 
and advancement of NIPP measurement and 
reporting strategies and methodologies; 

FY14 RRAP support services; 

Project management and analytical support 
services for NPPD programs; 

Technical support with; training of ISCO staff, 
vulnerability assessments, field audits and 
assistance in the development of policy and 
regulations; 

NiSAC Climate Change Project support services; 
CFATS Tiering, Data Artalysis and IT Development 
and Production; 

Analytical support services; capability 
development and maintenaitce; and continuity of 
operations (COOP) and devolution planning 
support for the DHS Infrastructure National 
infrastructure Simulation and Analysis Center 

Department of Energy (DOE) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Support to enhance the National Cyber Security 
Division (NCSD) capabilities through the 
development of advanced modeling, simulation 
and analysis techniques to link control systems and 
related infrastructure that are conducted by 

Control Systems Security Program (CSSP) at INL. 

Department of Energy (DOE) - Idaho National Laboratory 
(INL) 
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Inter-agency Agreement 

Modernization of Arrival and Departure 
Immigration Status (ADIS) system 

Department of Energy (DOE) — Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory (LLNL) 

inter-agency Agreement 

Flu Shots; 

Medical Services 

Department of Health and Human Services (OHHS) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

DOJ Just Access support; 

FBI lAFiS Fingerprint support services; 

Armed Guard Services 

Department of Justice (DOJ) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

International Cooperative Administrative Support 
Services 

Support for the Virtual Training Environment (VTE) 
enterprise training solution; 

DHS National Cyber Security Division’s (NCSD) 
Global Cyber Security Management (GCSM) Cyber 
Education and Workforce Oevelopement program; 
Software maintenance and support for the Virtual 
Training Environment. 

Department of State (DoS) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Support services for the Control Systems Security 
Programs from the Servicing Agency. 

Department of Transportation (DOT) • Voipe National 
Transportation Systems Center (VNTSC) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Continuation of Trusted Traveler Pro^am 

Executive Secretariat Support; 

Printing Contract with CBP; 

Fthics Attornev suooort services. 

DHS - Customs and Border Protection (CBP) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Mt, Weather IT Controlled Access Area Support 

DHS - Federal Emergency Management Administration 
(FEMA) 

intra-agency Agreement 

Law Enforcement Training 

DHS - Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

PRt (primary rate interface) lines necessary for 
Installation of new AV system 

FY 14 SLA IT Support; 

Ammunition Management and Related Services 
SLA; 

OPLA for Legal Support for FPS HQ and Regional 

DHS - Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

FOIA Appeal Cases Support; 

Legal SuDDort Services and Attornev Costs 

OHS - Office of Gerierai Council (OGC) 

Intra-agency Agreement 

NPPD CAO Shared Service Cost (Health Services) 

OHS ■ Office of the Chief Acquisition Officer (OCAO) 

inter-agency Agreement 

Additional Financial Management Shared Services 
above the OHS WCf ceiling 

OHS - Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

FY14 OC-1 ESA Backend Operations and 
Maintenance; 

FY15 Corry Station Annual Operations and 
Maintenance; 

ALAN NOVA TIER 11, ill support services; 

FY14 OC-1 Einstein/MOE support services; 

US-CERT Public website Drupal support services. 

OHS - Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Operations and Maintenance Support for CIKR on 
HSIN; 

Nice Storage at OC2: 

Telephone support services; 

Bandwidth for circuits between OCl and DC2, 
circuits at US-VISIT PMO and contractor facIHties; 
ITSO Management Fees at DHS Data Center 1 
(OCl) and Data Center 2 {DC2). 

OHS - Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) 

Inter-agency Agreement 



Inter-agency Agreement 

Post Tracking System 

TIER I, II, AND III LM Support Serwees 

System Engineering and Acquisition Support 
Working Capital Fund Activities; 

Transit Subsidies, Sedan Services and Mail 
Management; 

NARA Records Management; 

Executive Secretariat Support; 

OHS - Operations Management (MGT) 
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inter-agency Agreement 

FYlASEDt-CDM Support; 

Office of Strategy and Policy {S&P) Support; 

Front Office Requirements support services; 

CTO's requirements to update the TEP, and to 
extend the POP; 

NCCtC support service requirements; 

CTO TEP to update the TEP, and to extend the PoP; 
Stakeholder engagement and outreach support to 
OEC and to S&T's Office for interoperability and 
Compatibility (OIC); 

Infrastructure Design and Recovery support 
services; 

SEDI FFRDC Systems Engineering and Development 
services. 

DHS - Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Personnel Surety Vetting Capability; 

Office space for Human resources personnel in 
Atlantic City; 

Upgrade Comparability Capabilities with TSA; 
Vetting services with the TSA Office of 
Transportation Threat Assessment and 

OHS - Transportation Security Administration (TSA) 

intra-agency Agreement 

Administrative FOIA Processing Support Services 

DHS - United States Citizens and Immigration Service 
(USCtS) 

inter-agency Agreement 

Legal Support Services; Administrative Law Judge; 
USCG Detailee Supprt Services; Liaison and 

Planning Coordinator, Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Infrastructure Protection, 

DHS - United States Coast Guard (USCG) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Reimbursement for PSA Office and Parking Space 

OHS - United States Secret Service (USSS) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Basic Statutory Training 

Federal Labor Relations Authority (FLRA) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

Office Moving Services; 

Secure Video Conference Equipment; 

Rent Payments; 

Overb'me Utilities Payments; 

Excess Property Disposal; 

Facility Planning, Design, Construcbon and 
Maintenance; 

Fleet Management Services (including mobile 

General Services Administration (GSA) 

Inter-ager^cy Agreement 

Federal Cyber Service; Scholarship for Service 
program; 

Expansion of National Initiative for Cybersecurity 
Education into the National Centers of Academic 
Excellence: 

Center for Identity Technology Research (CITeR) 

National Science Foundation (NSF) 

Inter-agency Agreement 

360 Degree Leadership Assessments; 

Background Investigations; 

OPM/USA Staffinc Services 

Office of Personnel Management (0PM) 
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Non-Pay and Foel Inflation 


Question: Please provide the fiscal guidance issued to the components for non-pay and fuel inflation 
adjustments for fiscal year 2015. If guidance was not issued for non-pay and fuel inflation, please explain the 
rationale. 

ANSWER: DHS does not issue specific guidance to components for fuel inflation with its fiscal guidance. 

In light of the multiple classes and grades of jet fuel, diesel, and gasoline utilized to fuel the components’ varied 
air, marine, and land assets, as well as the overall volatility of fuel inflation, it has been the practice of the 
Department to rely on the components, with specialized knowledge of the issues regarding their own 
operational assets, to determine if a specific funding request is required due to an unmanageable spike in fuel 
inflation. 

The Congressional Justification Guidance issued to the components for non-pay inflation for fiscal year 2015 
directed the use of the following Economic Assumptions: 

-1 percent - Pay (Military and Civilian) 

-0 percent - Non-pay 


Major Disaster Declarations 

Question: In September, GAO recommended that FEMA develop a methodology to more accurately assess a 
jurisdiction’s capability to respond to and recover from a disaster. What is the status of this new methodology 
to include changing the per capita indicator? What is the timeline for implementation of the changes? 

ANSWER: The Public Assistance (PA) Division under the FEMA Office of Response and Recovery has begun 
a comprehensive review of the primary factors it considers when evaluating a request for a major disaster 
declaration, including the per capita indicator. FEMA is also ensuring stakeholders have an opportunity to 
provide input as part of the process. 

FEMA expects to complete initial review in FY 2014, and plans to submit the final report to GAO addressing 
the recommendation in FY 2015. FEMA has developed the following timeline for implementation, based on 
the results of the review: 

• quarter FY 2014 - complete its review, evaluation and develop final report 

• D' Quarter FY 2015 (October 1, 2014) - submit the final report for internal concurrence (allowing 
three months for internal review) 

• 2""^ Quarter FY 2105 (January 5, 2015) - forward final report for external concurrence (allowing 
three months for external review) 

• 2"'^ Quarter FY 2015 (March 31, 2015) ~ send final report to GAO 

Question: In the same report, GAO recommended that FEMA develop and implement specific criteria or 
factors to use when evaluating requests for cost share adjustments. What is the status of this recommendation, 
to include timeline for implementation? 

ANSWER: The working group that is reviewing specific criteria or factors to use when evaluating requests for 
cost share adjustments is drafting a proposal with currently identified options for improvement. 

Question: What is the status of plans to implement goals for administrative cost percentages and monitor 
performance to achieve these goals? 

ANSWER: FEMA has taken several actions over the past two yearn to both improve the efficiency of disaster 
operations and manage administrative costs. On small disasters, FEMA has begun operating virtual Joint Field 
Offices (JFOs) that eliminate the cost of a stand-alone facility and uses regional staff to provide support 
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functions such as finance, human resources, procurement, and training. In addition, FEMA established 
FEMASTAT as an internal way to assess performance and progress within the organization. FEMA will 
continue to develop and implement more systematic approaches that will either directly or indirectly improve its 
ability to monitor administrative costs and performance. 

Question: Are you concerned that we arc declaring disasters with more frequencies even though we have 
invested billions to make States more prepared? 

ANSWER: The high number of declarations is largely the result of extreme weather that we have experienced 
in many parts of the country over the past several years. Hurricane Sandy alone resulted in more than a dozen 
major disaster declaration.s for the impacted stales. Pursuant to Section 401 of the Stafford Act, a major disaster 
declaration shall be based on a finding that the disaster is of such severity and magnitude that effective response 
is beyond the capabilities of the State and the affected local governments and that Federal assistance is 
necessary. FEMA evaluates a number of factors when determining whether a disaster is beyond the capacity of 
state, territory, tribal, and affected local governments to respond and recover, including the amount and type of 
damage; the impact on the infrastructure of the affected areas or critical facilities; imminent threats to public 
health and safety; impacts to essential government services and functions; dispersion or concentration of 
damage; level of insurance coverage in place for homeowners and public facilitie.s; assistance available from 
other sources (federal, state, territory, tribal, and local governments and voluntary organizations); state, 
teiTitory, tribal, and local resource commitments from previous, undeclared events; and frequency of disaster 
events over recent period of time. FEMA evaluates all declaration requests using these factors regardless of the 
size of the disaster. We continue to urge the whole community, including state, local, tribal and territorial 
governments and the private sector, to increase their awareness and plan and prepare for disasters. 

As a result of the Sandy Recovery Improvement Act and a September 2012 GAO report, FEMA is currently 
conducting reviews of the factors it considers when evaluating major disaster declaration requests for Individual 
Assistance and Public Assistance. The outcome of this review will inform future Disaster Relief Fund requests. 

USCIS " Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) 

Question: Please provide data on DACA applications, approvals and denials since implementation. Please 
submit any metrics being collected on this program, as well as costs. 

ANSWER: Table 1 provides DACA case statistics through the first quarter of Fiscal Year 2014, including 
requests received, approved, and denied since implementation. Table 2 provides country of origin information 
for DACA requestors and recipients. Table 3 provides state of residence information for DACA requestors and 
recipients. The information in Tables 1 , 2 and 3 is available publicly at lnto.7/www.iiscis.gov/tools/reDorts- 
studics/immieraiion-fonns-dataydata-set-defcrred-aclion-childhood-arrivais . Table 4 provides program costs 
and revenue since inception. The data excludes requests for and approvals of deferred action by ICE unless the 
individual that ICE granted deferred action subsequently sought employment authorization or another benefit 
with UvSCIS. 
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Table I: Consideration of Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) (form I-821D) 
Filed with USCIS 


Period 

Requests by Intake, Biometrics and Case Status 

Intake’ 

Bio- 

metrics^ 

Case Review^ 

Requests 

Accepte 

Request 

Rejecte 

d’ 

Total 

Requests 

Receive 

d* 

Average 
Accepte 
d/ Day^ 

Biometri 

cs 

Schedule 

d’ 

Reques 

ts 

Under 

Review 

9 

Approv 

ed'^' 

Denie 

d" 

Pendin 

g'^ 

Fiscal Year - Totaf 

2012 

152,420 

5,372 

157,792 

4,763 

124,055 

29,747 

1,687 

- 

150,73 

3 

2013 

427,601 

16,352 

443,953 

1,704 

445,013 

44,987 

472,473 

11,191 

94,670 

2014 (through 
01) 

30,673 

5,636 

36,309 

495 

28,679 

22,712 

47,655 

4,777 

72,911 

Cumulative 

Totals 

610,694 

27,360 

638,054 

1,770 

597,747 

N/A 

521,815 

15,968 

N/A 


- Represents zero. 

‘ Refers to a request for USCIS to consider deferred removal action for an individual based on guidelines 
described in the Secretary of Homeland Security's memorandum issued June 15, 2012. Each request is 

considered on a case-by-case basis. See http://www.u.scis.gov/ch{IdhoodaiTival$. 

^ The number of new requests accepted at a Lockbox during the reporting period. 

^ The number of requests rejected at a Lockbox during the reporting period. 

The number of requests that were received at a Lockbox during the reporting period. 

The number of requests accepted per day at a Lx)ckbox as of the end of the reporting period. 

Refers to capture of requestors’ biometrics. 

^ The number of appointments scheduled to capture requestors' biometrics during the reporting period. 

^ Refers to consideration of deferring action on a case-by-case basis during the reporting period. 

^ The number of new requests received and entered into a case-tracking system during the reporting period. 

The number of requests approved during the reporting period. 

‘ ' The number of requests that were denied, terminated, or withdrawn during the reporting period. 

The number of requests awaiting a decision as of the end of the reporting period. 

N(JTE: 1 ) Some requests approved or denied may have been received in previous reporting periods. 

2) The report reflects the most up-to-date estimate available at the time the report is generated. 

Source: Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, Biometrics Capture 
Systems, CIS Consolidated Operational Repository (CJSCOR). December 2013 
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Table 2: USCIS DACA Requests and Approvals by Country of Origin 


Top Countries of Origin 

Accepted to Date' 

Approved to Date^ 

MEXICO 

467,982 

403,302 

EL SALVADOR 

23,074 

19,089 

HONDURAS 

I5,.‘574 

12,339 

GUATEMALA 

15,531 

12,410 

PERU 

7,745 

6,974 

SOUTH KOREA 

7,741 

7,144 

BRAZIL 

6,462 

5,515 

COLOMBIA 

5,890 

5,! 38 

ECUADOR 

5,687 

4,897 

PHILIPPINES 

3,874 

3,489 

ARGENTINA 

3,679 

3,252 

JAMAICA 

3,226 

2,365 

INDIA 

3,005 

2,513 

VENEZUELA 

2,670 

2,282 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

2,539 

2,043 

TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 

2,377 

1,897 

COSTA RICA 

1,763 

1,543 

BOLIVIA 

1,745 

1„577 

URUGUAY 

1,684 

1,491 

PAKISTAN 

1,539 

1,289 

' The number of requests that were accepted to date of the reporting period. 

^ The number of requests that were approved to date of the reporting period. 

NOTFi: 1 ) Some requests approved or denied may have been received in previous reporting periods. 

2) The report reflects the most up-to-date estimate data available at the time the report is generated. 

Source: Department of Homeland Security. U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services. Biometrics Capture 

Systems, CIS ConsoUdaied Operational Repository (CISCOR), December 2013 



Table 3: DACA Requests and Approvals by State of Residence 


Residence 

Accepted to 
Date' 

Approved to 
Date^ 

Residence 

Accepted to 
Date' 

Approved to 
Date^ 

CALIFORNIA 

174,241 

I53„57l 

ARKANSAS 

4.027 

3,470 

TEXAS 



CONNECTICUT 

3,819 

3,286 

ILLINOIS 


■■BESS 

OHIO 


2,625 

NEW YORK 


26,682 

ALABAMA 



FLORIDA 

■IIIIIIIEIE^ 

20,565 

MISSOURI 

■■IIIIIEBI 


ARIZONA 

21,625 

18,981 

NEBRASKA 





18,650 

IDAHO 

mRH 

2,066 

GEORGIA 


16,302 

KENTUCKY 


1,971 



14,964 

IOWA 


1,879 

COLORADO 

13,555 

n,2i9 

LOUISIANA 

1,540 

1,261 

WASHINGTON 

13,150 

1 1 .237 

MISSISSIPPI 

1,150 

969 

NEVADA 



DELAWARE 

1,092 

954 

VIRGINIA 

9,655 

8,129 

RHODE ISLAND 

960 

796 
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OREGON 

8,629 

7,624 

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

593 

480 

MARYLAND 

7,797 

6,542 

WYOMING 

483 

404 

INDIANA 

7,600 

6,436 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

283 

228 

UTAH 

7,315 

6.308 

HAWAII 

270 

206 

MASSACHUSET 

TS 

6,364 

5,232 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

182 

148 

TENNESSEE 

6,276 

5,118 

PUERTO RICO 

151 

84 

WISCONSIN 

5,714 

4,954 

WEST VIRGINIA 

78 

64 

KANSAS 

5,305 

4,553 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

70 

35 

OKLAHOMA 

5,200 

4,538 

ALASKA 

60 

48 

SOUTH 

CAROLINA 

5,085 

4,301 

NORTH DAKOTA 

47 

30 

MICHIGAN 

4,848 

4,020 

MONTANA 

34 

29 

MINNESOTA 

4,832 

4,125 

MAINE 

32 

25 

NEW MEXICO 

4,739 

3,941 

NOT reported ’ 

23 

15 

PENNSYLVANIA 

4,338 

3,571 

GUAM 

18 

15 

‘ The number of requests that were accepted to date of the reporting period. 

^ The number of requests that were approved to date of the reporting period. 

'' All fields with less than 10 or a blank in the state field are included in the field "not reported." 

NOTE: 1 ) Some requests approved or denied may have been received in previous reporting periods. 

2) The report reflects the most up-to-date estimate data available at the time the report is generated. 

Source; Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, Biometrics Capture 
Systems, CIS Consolidated Operational Repository (CISCOR), December 2013 


Table 4: Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals Cost and Revenue Data 
(Dollars In Thousands) 



Obligations 

Revenue 

Salary and Benefits 

$ 504 


Overtime 

1 ,446 

General Expenses 

6,540 

Contracts 

6,934 

Rent/Facility Co.sts 

- 

Total 

$ 15,424 

$ 58,155 


FY2013 

Obligations 

Revenue 

Salary and Benefits 

$ 52,433 


Overtime 

15,005 

Genera! Expenses 

12,132 

Contracts 

36,851 

Rent/Facility Costs 

16,372 

Total 

$ 132,792 

$ 208,466 


FY 2014 Projected 

Obligations I Revenue 
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Salary and Benefits 

$ 88,213 

Overtime 

1,637 

General Expenses 

5,578 

Contracts 

28,477 

Rent/Facilitv Costs 

8,434 

Total 

$ 132338 


$ 157,715 


Revenue numbers represent fees paid by DACA requestors for form 1-765 (Application for Employment 
Authorization), $380 and Biometrics Services $85. Fees include a share of overhead costs, while reported 
DACA costs (obligations) represent only marginal costs incurred by USCIS due to implementation of the 
DACA program. 


Unaccompanied Alien Children 

Question: The number of unaccompanied alien children (UACs) crossing the border illegally is skyrocketing 
and the process is failing in the Rio Grande Valley, creating a humanitarian crisis and stretching law 
enforcement beyond their capacity. What actions are being taken by DHS to address this growing problem? 

ANSWER: The Department of Homeland Security remains committed to developing and implementing 
policies and procedures that take into account the needs and safety of each unaccompanied child we encounter. 
Recognizing the unique strains that UAC places on DHS operational components as well as the intricacies of 
managing external relationships, DHS in.stituted an internal UAC working group in 20! 1. This group, co-led by 
DHS’s Offices of Policy and Civil Rights and Civil Liberties with representation from ICE, CBP, USCIS, and 
other DHS offices, is tackling several interna! topics. DHS continues to review its contingency planning to 
ensure that operations are minimally impacted in the event of an emergency. DHS led a well-received public 
awareness campaign (Dangers of the Journey) aimed at discouraging UAC from traveling to the United States, 
conducted successful ICE Field Office Juvenile Coordinator trainings that included a cross section of 
participants from the Department and the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), and launched 
nationwide the CBP “Know What to Expect” video shown lo newly-encountered UAC. 

Furthermore, DHS continues lo assess its operational and fiscal needs to manage this population by responding 
to specific influx or emergency events by implementing and conducting planned operations. This includes 
reassigning personnel from areas with lower apprehension rates lo this region, designating centralized 
processing points to expedite UAC processing while ensuring .statutory compliance to UAC screening 
requirements, and streamlining existing UAC transport processes to facilitate timely and safe UAC transfers to 
HHS. Recently expanded HHS capacity in and near the Rio Grande Valley and better coordination and 
communication between the field and HHS has facilitated improvements in transportation scheduling and other 
aspects of DHS’s responsibility for UACs. 

Question; I understand the roles and responsibilities of ICE and HHS’s Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) 
are not being observed as it relates to transporting UACs to shelters while waiting for final disposition of their 
cases, requiring ICE to bear unexpected costs of transporting children from the point of apprehension to ORR- 
contracted facilities and taking Enforcement and Removal Officers away from their operational duties. As the 
flow of UACs appejus to show no sign of slowing, what coordination is occurring between DHS and HHS to 
address the fundamental failures in the existing process and prepare for this continuing upward trend? 

ANSWER: DHS and HHS operators meet regularly lo discuss day to day operations, including tiansportation 
needs, to develop effective measures to streamline existing procedures and processes to assist with the quick 
and safe transfers of UACs. This includes the use of ICE charter flights solely for UAC transport where 
feasible and ongoing coordination on UAC placement locations to better facilitate travel planning. DHS and 
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HHS are also gathering modeling and planning data to review the effectiveness of an integrated transportation 
system. 

OHice of Health Affairs - BioWatch 


Question: The fiscal year 2015 budget requests no funds for BioWatch Gen-3. What are the preliminary 
findings of the analysis of alternatives and how will you proceed in FY15 without any requested funding? Is 
OHA considering alternative investments or efforts in lieu of BioWatch Gen-3? 

ANSWER: The Institute for Defense Analysis concluded its Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) study on August 
30, 2013, and released the final report to the Department on December 19, 2013. The AoA report analyzed four 
different methodologies, following an exhaustive market survey and did not favor one technology approach or 
method over another. The intent of the AoA was not to issue a recommendation, but to help inform DHS’s 
decision to proceed with any acquisition of autonomous detection technology. The AoA does confirm the value 
of early detection through environmental monitoring and makes the assessment that autonomous detection 
capability would be a positive addition to current BioWatch operations. 

Following a thorough review of BioWatch Gen-3 acquisition, based on the AoA and other studies of the 
biodetection technology, the Office of Health Affairs consulted with DHS leadership including the Management 
and Science and Technology Directorates, and recommended the cancelation of the current acquisition of 
record. On April 15, 2014, Secretary Johnson issued a memorandum, directing Acting USM Cummiskey to 
cancel the BioWatch Gen-3 technology acquisition. In accordance with this guidance, and per the Department’s 
Management Directive 102 on acquisition procedures and processes, USM Cummiskey convened the 
Acquisition Review Board for the BioWatch Gen-3 acquisition to formally cancel the acquisition of record on 
April 24, 2014. The Department remains committed to the BioWatch program and the role of the program in the 
layered approach to biodefense. 

The current FY15 request supports current BioWatch environmental detection operations in over 30 high-risk 
jurisdictions acros.s the country. It is critical to national security that current BioWatch operations continue and 
that any upgrades to the technology be acquired and/or developed and deployed in parallel -not in place of- the 
current operational program. The BioWatch program will continue to examine technologies that could be used 
to upgrade and augment systems currently deployed to enhance our biodetection technology to reduce detection 
and response times, while remaining efficient with resources. 

The Depaitment is examining technologies that could be used to upgrade and augment systems cuirently 
deployed to enhance our biodeiection technology. This includes assessing biological detection technology tliat 
may give state and local officials faster, more reliable information, thereby reducing response times, and 
technology that would be better suited for indoor deployments. While the current deployed BioWatch system 
can be used in indoor environments, it does not do so cost-effectivcly, and we believe that we should take a look 
at technologies that address this issue in a more cost-effective manner. We acknowledge that there are multiple 
technology solutions, and we are open to exploring any of them that meet our system requirements. 

Science and Technology - Research and Development Priorities 

Question: In the FY14 Omnibus, the Department was directed to bring reform to S&T by instating a formalized 
process for setting research and development priories that are aligned with identified capability gaps and 
mission requirements. What are the Departments plans for formulating this formalized process? What progress 
has been made with components to ensure R&D capability gaps are met? 

ANSWER: S&T developed a departmental definition for research and development (R&D), which is in the 
final stages of departmental approval, in order to provide a common understanding of R&D. The definition 
describes early efforts to identify technologies, concepts, and processes that have the potential to be 
incorporated into operational environments for the purpose of increasing the effectiveness, efficiency, and 
safety of Department, Component, and Homeland Security Enterprise personnel and missions. The only 
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elements of the Department that would likely conduct basic and applied research would be the Science and 
Technology Directorate (S&T), the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO), and the United States Coast 
Guard (Coast Guard). Many elements within DHS, including operational Components and often with support 
from S&T are likely to conduct later-stage development activities. These activities include validation and 
demonstration of a chosen technology in laboratory, representative, and operational environments; improvement 
of research prototypes; integration into systems and subsystems; ^dressing manufacturing, producibilily, and 
sustainability needs; and independent operational test and evaluation. 

In addition to helping define a departmental understanding of R&D, S&T continues to formally interface with 
Components and identify Component capability gaps through the Science and Technology Resource Allocation 
Strategy (STRAS) process. S&T uses STRAS and the annual R&D Portfolio Review to collect input from DHS 
Components, establish R&D priorities, mea.sure progress, and inform budget decisions. S&T captures the 
requirements and all S&T work in support of a DHS Component or subject area (e.g.. cybersecurity or 
biodefense) into technology roadmaps that detail how S&T work will meet customer requirements. These 
roadmaps are updated as needed in response to changes in partners’ priorities and responses to dynamic threats. 

S&T’s first step in the STRAS process is partnering directly with DHS Components, other Federal agencies, 
and owners of critical infrastructure to identify lop challenges faced in the Homeland Security Enterprise. 
Integrated product teams perform systems analysis, technology foraging - a hunt to discover what others are 
doing to solve the same types of problems, and other coordination to develop the most effective approach to 
addressing capability gaps. Solutions may draw from any combination of S&T’s skillsets, service offerings, 
and resources including technology development, applied and basic research, standards development, systems 
engineering and operational analysis, and acquisition support. 

S&T has also begun to use its Federal advisory committee Section 311 of Homeland Security Act of 2002 and 
in accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act, the Homeland Security Science and Technology 
Advisory Committee (HSSTAC), to host Component Days designed to engage Components, identify their 
priorities and gaps, and ensure S&T resource alignment with Component requirements. These daylong events 
serve as another platform for the STRAS process. S&T’s initial HSSTAC Component Day in December 2013 
involved leadership representatives from each of CBP’s operational Components. The CBP Component Day 
generated valuable feedback from both CBP leadership and S&T’s outside expert HSSTAC members on S&T’s 
alignment with CBP’s missions. Recently S&T hosted a requirements meeting with the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA), and the latest HSSTAC meeting focused on U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) requirements. 

Additionally, S&T’s annual R&D Portfolio Review process assesses the health of individual R&D projects and 
ensures that S&T’s R&D portfolio reflects the highest-priority homeland security needs and aligns with S&T’s 
strategic priorities. The portfolio review, which includes senior DHS Component officials and outside experts, 
helps S&T’.s leadership ensure that projects reflect the organizational emphasis on high return on investment, 
meaningful impact, and accelerated transition to use. The Department currently is developing pilots for 
portfolio reviews within the Components. S&T is helping Components adapt and pilot their own versions of the 
R&D Portfolio Review. S&T assisted USCG in carrying out a version of the portfolio review at the USCG 
Research and Development Center in New London, Connecticut, and pilots with ICE, the Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA), and the CBP are being planned. 

S&T has made significant progress the last few years in solidifying and expanding its relationships with DHS 
Components to ensure R&D requirements are identified and Component R&D needs are appropriately 
addressed. The Apex programs in particular reflect the strides S&T has made as an organization to work with 
Components and jointly address high-priority needs. Many of S&T’s most successful projects, including each 
of the Apex programs, grew out of exchanges between senior leadership at S&T and Components and directly 
reflect their R&D needs. Apex projects are cro.s.s-cutting, multi-diseiplinaiy efforts requested by DHS 
components that are high priority, high-value, and short turn-around in nature. They are intended to solve 
problems of strategic operational importance identified by a component leader. Each Apex project is codified 
with a signed charter agreement; the resulting S&T team is mirrored by an equally able, multidisciplinary team 
from the partner Component. 
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By participating in S&T’s annual portfolio review. Components also play a critical role in ensuring that S&T’s 
projects are operationally relevant and address customer needs. Component participation has risen with each 
iteration of the portfolio review, with 17 Component or first responder participants at the table scoring projects 
during last October’s review. Participation from Components in S&T’s review of its R&D portfolio will 
continue to be a priority in order to sustain the significant positive effects on both project quality and 
Component ownership of S&T’s projects. 

Another way S&T will make inroads with Components to more effectively close capability gaps will be the 
development of S&T’s technology roadmaps. S&T’s technology roadmaps will link all of the organization’s 
activities in a coherent bigger picture to ensure coordination across the Directorate toward operational outcomes 
and to give S&T another means to look across the Department’s broad mission space for commonalities (e.g., 
screening) to drive investment. When completed, S&T’s technology roadmaps will be valuable tools for 
sharing the Directorate’s direction and vision with our partners and stakeholders in the Components. 

Question: What are the capability gaps S&T and the Department are addressing, and what programs would you 
sustain or expand, and which would you de-emphasize? 

ANSWER: S&T’s mission area focuses are reflected in the President’s FY 2015 budget request. They include 
the following; 

• Border Security, including land border security, maritime border security, and cargo security. 

• Chemical, Biological, and Explosive Defense, including detection of chemicals, bio agents, and explosives. 

• Counter Terrorist, including threat assessments of bio agents, chemicals, and explosives; hostile behavior 
prediction and detection; and identity management. 

• Cyber Security and Information Analytics, including cyber security research infrastructure, cyber 
technology transition, network system security and investigation capability, trustworthy cyber infrastructure, 
and information analytics. 

• First Responder/Disaster Resilience, including resiliency against biological, chemical, explosive, and 
radiological/nuclear attacks; first responder capabilities, information sharing, analysis, and interoperability; 
and natural disaster resiliency. 

In the current constrained environment, several difficult tradeoffs had to be made. S&T retains its specific 
mission area focuses, even with a $28 million reduction in funding to Research, Development and Innovation. 
However, S&T would like to expand in RD&I areas to continue fulfilling near and mid-term needs of DHS 
Components. Examples of areas in which S&T would like to expand include; 

• Aviation Security: S&T would like to expand its work on next generation screening technology deployed by 
TSA, which has the potential to greatly improve travelers’ screening experience. 

• Mass Transit Screening: S&T would like to expand its research into technologies to screen for threats such 
as explosives in mass transit or mass gathering settings. 

• Threat Assessment: S&T would like to expand its threat assessments of bio agents and explosives to help 
operators characterize the threats they face. 

Science and Technoloev - UniversUv Programs 

Question: The FY15 budget includes significant reductions to University Programs. How will you continue to 
execute this program with limited funds? 

ANSWER: The $8.7 million budget reduction to University Programs in Fiscal Year 2015 will allow S&T to 
focus on its strongest Centers of Excellence (COE) by reducing the number of COEs by up to three. At the 
President’s Budget request level of $31 million, S&T will focus its efforts and resources on further 
strengthening the remaining 7 or 8 COEs. 
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S&T has recently initialed a rigorous review process for each COE, replacing the current third year reviews. 
This process will provide timely performance-based information to DHS to inform re-allocation of COE 
resources. To continue, both the COE overall, and its individual projects, will need to show notable progress 
and have end users integrated into COE research. The reviews also will identify promising experimental, as 
well as long-term projects to receive reallocated funds. 

These reviews are conducted by a panel of subject matter experts (SME) from academia, DHS, and other 
Federal, stale, and local agencies. In addition, each COE also holds an annual meeting or performance review. 
S&T has established a Federal Coordinating Committee (FCC) for each COE, comprised of Federal staff SMEs, 
who advise the COE program manager on the COE’s direction. The FCC members generally attend the COEs’ 
annual performance reviews. 


DNDO • Securin 2 the Cities 

Question: The FY15 budget requests $12 million for Securing the Cities, a decrease of $10 million from the 
amount provided in fiscal year 2014. What is the status of a funding transition plan to ensure that New York’s 
capabilities are not diminished after the end of the STC pilot? 

ANSWER: The cooperative agreement between DHS and New York Police Department (NYPD) requires that 
NYPD, as the lead agency for the region’s STC Implementation, develop a Sustainment Plan detailing the 
region’s plan to ensure developed capabilities are not diminished. The STC Program Office has provided a plan 
template and is assisting the STC NYC and Jersey Cily/Newark region with the development of the plan. The 
region’s Sustainment Plan is intended to identify yearly projected equipment and training costs and lay out a 
coherent strategy for leveraging other Federal grants to support this mission. 

New York City has received $1.7 billion in homeland security grant funding through UASI grants since 2002, to 
address the complex threat environment facing our high-threat, high-density urban areas, and increase regional 
preparedness too quickly and effectively responds to a range of threats, disasters and incidents. In addition to 
UASI funding, NYC has received more than $120 million in Securing the Cities funding over the past 8 years to 
establish a robust capability in the New York Cily/Newark region to detect illicit radiological and nuclear sources. 
To date, the program has already helped train over 16,000 personnel in radiological and nuclear detection 
operations, and helped procure over 8,500 pieces of radiological detection equipment in the New York 
City/Newark region. Given the capabilities that NYC has built over lime and the radiological detection 
equipment now deployed. New York City has reached the sustainment phase and the Securing the Cities program 
has begun expanding to other major urban areas across the country. DHS will continue to provide support to the 
region through training and exercise activities and subject matter expertise in addition to New York City’s 
homeland security preparedness grants. 

Question: DNDO was provided funding in fiscal year 2014 fora third site. When will the next site be 
selected, and when does DNDO anticipate initiating work with that locality? 

ANSWER: DHS issued a funding opportunity announcement on February 19, 2014, soliciting applications 
from eligible STC locales. Applications are due on May 20, 2014. DHS expects an award on this 
announcement will be made during fourth quarter of FY201 4. DNDO anticipates it will begin work 
immediately upon award. 


Screening Partnership Program 

Question: The Screening Partnership Program (or SPP) allows aiiports to apply for private screeners rather 
than government .screeners; requires private screening companies to conform to the same security regulations as 
TSA officers; and requires them to provide screening at equal or lesser cost. However, to date, only 1 4 airports 
actively participate in the SPP. First, what level of oversight is DHS conducting to ensure that the cost 
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comparison process being conducted by TSA is accurate and has DHS validated TS A’s cost comparison 
process? Second, is DHS satisfied with the amount of time it takes TSA to award an SPP contract and to 
transition that airport once an application has been approved? 

ANSWER: The Department of Homeland Security classifies Acquisition Programs into levels that determine 
the extent and scope of required project and program management and the specific reporting requirements, as 
well as the requirements for the selection of the Acquisition Decision Authority. As a Level 1 Major 
Acquisition Program, the Screening Partnership Program is overseen by the Department’s Chief Acquisition 
Officer. 

The Transportation Security Administration’s cost methodology has been reviewed by the Department’s Office 
of Program Accountability and Risk Management and incorporates recommendations from the Government 
Accountability Office (Reports 09-27R and 1 1-375) and the Department of Homeland Security Inspector 
Genera] (Report 13-99). 

The Transportation Security Administration continuously works to improve its processes. Since initial 
implementation of the Screening Partnership Program, the Transportation Security Administration has 
incorporated lessons leai ned and revised timelines that facilitated improvements in the SPP contract award 
process. The Transportation Security Administration shared this process with private industry, during the 
January 2014 Industry Day, and with Congress, both in staff briefings and testimony, and is committed to 
accomplishing its goal of awarding a contract in a 12 month period from the time an application is submitted, 
assuming the application is approved. Transition to new personnel generally takes up to 90 days after contract 
award. 

As with any procurement, there are variables that can influence a procurement schedule. In the case of the SPP, 
changes in screening policy or procedures affecting productive hours required for passenger or baggage 
screening, directives to the agency to implement new administrative or strategic initiatives for active 
procurements, and any protests or substantive inquiries during solicitation, can all potentially impact the 
procurement schedule. 


Aviation Security Passenger Fees 

Question: Once again, this budget request uses phony, unauthorized fees as offsets to pay for critical aviation 
security measures. DHS proposes substantial changes to TSA’s aviation security fee, including adjusting the 
fee from $5.60 per one-way trip to $6.00 per one-way trip, purportedly generating an additional $195 M in 
offsetting collections. Further, the budget proposes to reconstitute the TSA security fee paid by air carriers 
(which was eliminated in the Ryan-Murray budget plan) and also proposes 10 direct some $400 M in revenue 
from TSA’s aviation security fee as a partial offset for the proposed $56 B “Opportunity, Growth, and Security 
Initiative” or “OGSI”. From an appropriations viewpoint, the question of whether or not to raise fees is 
academic. The Appropriations Committee lacks jurisdiction over fee increase legislation, which falls under the 
Homeland Security Committee. Please explain (1) why this budget again offers such an unrealistic proposal, 
and (2) what reductions you will be willing to take if the fees are not enacted. 

ANSWER: The proposed increase in the passenger fee and reinstitution of the Aviation Security Infrastructure 
fee is an appropriate step toward better alignment of costs to the greatest beneficiaries. Consistent with the 
President’s original proposal at the start of his first Administration, the Fiscal Year 2015 increase would raise 
the fee level from $5.60 to $6.00 and thereafter by $0.50 in each of Fiscal Years 2016, 2017 and 2018, to a cap 
of $7.50. In addition, since 2002, carriers have contributed amounts consistent with their expenditures for 
security prior to September 11, 2001. 

Each Administration since the establishment of the Transportation Security Administration has proposed 
revisions to better align the costs of aviation security to the principal beneficiaries, the passengers, rather than 
from the general taxpayer. 
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It was not the intent of the fee proposal to imply that the funding requirements of the Transportation Security 
Administration’s programs would be any less absent tbe proposed fee changes. This is especially true given the 
efficiencies and program savings already included in the request for the TSA. A reduction of that magnitude 
would have to be accommodated across the Department. 

Cvbersccuritv 

Question: There are some very basic - and critically important -- missions that have yet to be fulfilled. One of 
DHS’s missions is to enhance the security of the Nation’s cyber infrastructure, including protecting our federal 
civilian networks from cyber-attacks. And Congress has provided DHS with billions of dollars to shoulder this 
responsibility. Yet, the Department continues to struggle to on-board these agencies in a timely and sufficient 
manner. Furthermore, a recent report detailed serious vulnerabilities in DHS’s efforts to protect its own 
computers and networks. Just last year, 0MB found that DHS rated below the government-wide average for 
using anti-virus software and DHS’s own Inspector General reported that the Department failed to meet OMB’s 
goal for government agencies to send at least 88% of all internet traffic through secure gateways, known as 
Trusted Internet Connections. The Department’s sluggish pace is not acceptable. What is DHS going to do to 
on-board these federal agencies and to proactively secure their networks? More specifically, what steps are you 
going to take to fulfill DHS’s mission to secure federal civilian networks? Just as importantly, how can DHS 
compel other agencies to secure their own networks and establish Trusted Internet Connections, when it often 
fails to secure its own? 

ANSWER: DHS has made progress over the last year in developing and deploying sophisticated technological 
tools including EINSTEIN and CDM. However, legal uncertainty relating to agencies’ ability to disclose their 
information to DHS have required us to go door-to-door to have agencies sign up for programs like EINSTEIN 
2 and 3 (E3A), and have lengthened the deployment timeframes for these programs. These difficulties highlight 
the need to update DHS statutory authorities to better reflect its current cybersecurity responsibilities, ensure 
that we are able to more effectively and efficiently carry out our mission, and ensure greater accountability. 

The NCPS program office created a Services Integration branch whose mission is to work closely with the 
Departments/Agencies so that they are ready to take advantage of Intrusion Prevention Security Services (IPSS) 
services once contracts are awarded to the Tier 1 Internet vServices Providers (ISP) and services are available. 
The Services Integration branch is focused on: (1) ensuring that Memoranda of Agreement, Service Level 
Agreements, and Letters of Agency are signed by Departments/Agencies leadership; (2) engaging 
Depai'tments/Agencies technical staffs to address questions about IPSS services, resolve issues, and coordinate 
modifications to Depanmenls/ Agencies infrastructures, as necessary; and (3) coordinating the completion of 
provisioning documentation and e.stablishing service provisioning timelines with the ISPs and 
Departments/ Agencies. 

While the EINSTEIN program protects the Federal network perimeter, the Continuous Diagnostics and 
Mitigation (CDM) seeks to provide federal civilian departments and agencies with information necessary to 
support risk-based decisions, situational awareness into the risk posture of Federal civilian networks, and 
ongoing insight into the effectiveness of security controls. To do this, CDM is providing Federal civilian 
departments and agencies with automated sensors that feed near-real-time information about cybersecurity risk 
to an automated and continuously updated dashboard, enabling prioritized mitigation of the worst cybersecurity 
problems. 

As of March 25, 2014, the E3A prograjn is providing Domain Name System (DNS) and/or Email protection 
services to approximately 25 percent of .gov u.ser.s. DHS also has an additional 20 Memoranda of Agreement 
(MOA) with Departments/ Agencies that are ready to receive services once contracts are awarded and/or 
services are available. 

As of January 27, 2014, 43 Federal Departmenls/Agencies have signed Memoranda of Agreement to participate 
in the CDM program, covering over 96 percent of all Federal civilian personnel. CDM Phase I will provide 
hardware asset management, software asset management, vulnerability management, and configuration settings 
management capabilities to 21 Departments and Agencies. 
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Legal uncertainty has slowed - and sometimes impeded altogether - DHS’s deployment of important 
cybersecurity capabilities including EINSTEIN programs. An explicit authorization to agencies to disclose data 
to DHS as part of the EINSTEIN program, as well as an explicit authorization of the program, would greatly 
enhance the speed of EINSTEIN deployments and efficiency of the program. 

DHS is responsible for securing unclassified Federal civilian government networks and working with owners 
and operators of critical infrastructure to secure their networks. We do this through a holistie approach that 
makes use of a number of interconnected programs, leveraging both technological and human tools and 
analysis. 

DHS, through the National Cybersecurily and Communications Integration Center (NCCIC), has operational 
responsibilities for securing unclassified Federal civilian government networks and working with owners and 
operators of critical infrastructure to secure their networks through cyber threat analysis, risk assessment, 
mitigation, and incident response capabilities. The NCCIC is also responsible for coordinating the national 
response to significant cyber incidents and for creating and maintaining a common operational picture for 
cyberspace across the government. Since 2009, the NCCIC has responded to nearly half a million incident 
reports and released more than 26,000 actionable cybersccurity alerts to the Department’s public and private 
sector partners. 

DHS operates EINSTEIN, which is a key technology with NCPS. The goal of the NCPS EINSTEIN set of 
capabilities is to provide Federal civilian Executive Branch Departments and Agencies with perimeter-based 
intrusion detection capabilities, advanced analytic and information sharing capabilities that improve situational 
awareness of maliciou.s cyber activity, and intrusion prevention capabilities that block malicious cyber activity 
in near-real time before incidents occur. As of April 9, 2014, DHS has awarded contracts to two ISPs to 
provide IPSS and has successfully activated DNS and/or Email security services for seven Department and 
Agency customers (approximately 25 percent of .gov users). 

Through the Federal Network Re.siUence Division (FNR), DHS continues to evolve its capabilities to effectively 
protect the “.gov” networks from malicious activity entering and exiting the perimeter through a combination of 
commercial and government information and technology, focusing on today’s most serious threats first, and 
evolving with technology to address future threats. CDM utilizes automated sensors to search for network 
defects (such as unmanaged hardware or unauthorized software) and vulnerabilities. The sensors feed 
diagnostic reports, which Depariment/Agency system owners can view via a dashboard. Systems owners will 
use the davShboard data to prioritize alerts on a near-real time basis, allowing them to focus on the most 
significant cybersecurity problems first (such as vulnerabilities that arc the focus of an active exploitation, or 
could result in the loss of sensitive infonnation or government services) and allocate staff and resources in a 
more efficient manner. Summary information will feed into a DHS-managed enterprise-level dashboard, to 
identify and prioritize systemic cybersccurity risks across the government. 

Recognizing that the legacy methods of reporting and evaluation cybersecurily performance may be insufficient 
given the current risk environment, FNR is developing innovative methods to track and analyze cybersecurily 
posture across the Federal Government to satisfy the requirements of the Federal Information Security 
Management Act. This effort will leverage CDM and other data sources to provide a meaningful synthesis of 
quantitative and qualitative data across the .gov space. This effort will further focus on analysis at the 
eniei'prise-architecture level (i.e. frameworks, management structures, processes, strategies). Further, improved 
fidelity into Department/ Agency cybersccurity maturity will provide a basis for senior-level decision making in 
the areas of strategy, policy, training, organization, funding, enterprise architecture, facilities, and human 
resources. Improved tracking and reporting can be used as a mechanism to identify Departments/Agencies that 
have exceeded expectations and may be a source of lessons learned for the rest of the .gov space. 

Ninety-seven percent of DHS’ internet traffic now passes through one of the two DHS Trusted Internet 
Connections (TIC), meeting the 0MB goal. DHS has established trusted relationships with Departments and 
Agencies through engagement with their Chief Information Security Officers (CISOs), Security Operation 
Centers, and leadership in order to engage and inform on available options and technologies. The NPPD TIC 
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initiative optimizes and standardizes the security of individual externai network connections currently in use by 
Federal agencies, including connections to the Internet. The initiative improves the Federal Government’s 
security posture and incident response capability through die reduction and consolidation of external 
connections and provides enhanced situational awareness of external network connections. NPPD works 
closely with DHS CIOs who have identified transition of all activities through TICs as an ongoing priority 
initiative. Through close collaboration, we remain committed to being an example for Departments and 
Agencies in cybersecurity and its application to network security. 

A recently-discovered widespread vulnerability, “Heartbleed,” demonstrated some of our capabilities 
responding to significant threats both within the government and with our critical infrastructure partners. In the 
first 24 hours after the vulnerability was made public, NCCIC component US-CERT released alert and 
mitigation information to the US-CERT website; the NCCIC provided .gov-wide coverage through the 
development of compromise detection signatures for the EINSTEIN system and in close coordination with 
DoD, DoJ and private sector partners shared this information with other critical infrastructure partners; and the 
NCCIC and its components began reaching out to Industrial Control System vendors, federal and SLTT 
departments and agencies, and international partners. US-CERT also provided scanning and rescanning services 
of executive branch networks, once each Department individually provided their authorization, and has been 
working with Departments supporting their efforts to remove the vulnerability. This scanning service provided 
government-wide visibility to the risk that the executive branch faced as an enterprise. 


Question: The U.S. continues to be the target of cyber-espionage and it threatens the country’s economic 
competitiveness. A wide range of sectors have been the focus of hacking and Congress recognized these threats 
by providing additional funding for cybersecurity. Funds were again provided to two very specific funding 
lines (PPA’s): Network Security Deployment and Federal Network Security. As supportive of these programs 
as we are - we don’t have an endless pocket book to draw from, and we must make every penny count. Do you 
feel that DHS has the ability, and the tools necessary, to fulfill its mission requirement and will DHS be able to 
execute all of the funds provided for in this fiscal year or will funds carryover into next year? If there are delays, 
please provide a detailed explanation of those delays and the amount of funds that you anticipate carrying over. 

ANSWER: The National Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD) has the leadership, ability, and technical 
tools required, but still lacks legal clarity to fulfill some of its responsibilities. The principles articulated in 
Administration’s 201 1 proposed cybersecurity legislation would make it easier and faster to deploy mitigation 
tools across the Federal civilian government and allow for Increased information sharing with and among the 
private sector. Legislation mirroring these principles would help us to fulfill the requirement of .securing and 
protecting .gov infrastructure against cyber threats. 

Working within the constraints of current statutory authorities, NPPD is leading the effort to strengthen the 
security and resilience of Federal civilian networks, collaborating with the private sector and state, local, tribal, 
and territorial governments to protect and improve the resilience of cyber critical infrastructure, and providing 
improved risk management and analysis capabilities to public and private sector stakeholders at the national, 
regional, sector, cross-sector, and asset owner and operator levels. The funds provided for fiscal year 2014 have 
resulted in the NCPS program awarding the second IPvSS contract and plans to award two of the remaining three 
contracts: and the Continuoii.s Monitoring and Diagnostics CDM program awarding the General Services 
Administration Federal Systems Integration and Management Center contract to procure the tools and sensors 
the Departments and Agencies need to secure their systems and networks. As these programs judiciously 
execute the resources provided, carrying over fund.s from our two-year amount was anticipated due to the 
lengthy acquisition process and because of contracting delays with the ISPs. 

The Continuous Monitoring and Diagnostics (CDM) program plans to obligate all of its two-year funds enacted 
in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 appropriation, and anticipates a carryover of $63M of its FY 20 1 4 two-yeai- 
appropriation. The carryover amount for the CDM program is due to the complex acquisition process, which 
requires more than 1 2 months to solicit, review, select, award, and obligate the funds for the tools needed. 
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Therefore, having the carryover funds provides the program the flexibility needed to address current and 
planned contracting actions. 

The Network Security Deployment (NSD) office has experienced delays in contracting which caused delays to 
the NCPS program. The delays were a result of contracting delays with the Internet Service Provider (ISPs), 
inadequately written service delivery plans outlining the solution to sccure/protcct the .gov infrastructure, and 
ISPs request for indemnification. These issues caused delays in the award of the remaining IPSS contracts. 
These delays also caused a downward stream effect on the award of several other large dollar contracts. 

Despite the setbacks, the iirst IPSS contract was awarded to Century Link on March 29, 2013. A second 
Intrusion Prevention Security Services contract was awarded to Verizon on March 10, 2014. DHS is currently 
negotiating with additional Internet Service Providers (ISPs), to expand the intrusion prevention capabilitiCvS 
available to protect civilian federal agency network traffic (.gov). 

In support of other E3A capabilities, the National Cybersecurity Protection System program has awarded traffic 
segregation service contracts to four of the five Tier 1 ISPs. All of those Internet Service providers arc in the 
test and evaluation phase of completing the traffic segregation service - a foundational element to the intrusion 
prevention capability. In addition, we have deployed the Top Secret Mission Operating Environment, the 
command and control network for EINSTEIN, in the two Network .Security Deployment operations centers and 
a DHS data center. 

Although NSD has experienced contracting delays, the program anticipates obligation of the remaining two- 
year funds received from the FY 2013 appropriation, and projects a carryover amount of $163M of the FY 2014 
two-year appropriation. 


WMD Policy and Pro 2 ram Management 

Question: The explanatory statement accompanying Public Law 1 13-6 directs DHS to conduct an in-depth 
review of its organization, operations, and communications in carrying out its WMD programs, including an 
evaluation of potential performance improvements and cost savings that might be gained by consolidating 
current organizations and missions, and to submit the results of this review by September 1, 2013, 

I understand this review was deferred to allow new Department leadership to determine the path forward for 
DHS. What is the status of this review? More importantly, when do you expect to make a decision on a 
proposed path forward on DHS WMD programs? 

ANSWER; The Department has concluded an in-depth evaluation of Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and 
Nuclear threat related responsibilities, and Secretary Johnson is considering this program review as part of a 
broader effort to assess capabilities to execute the Department’s mission. 

The Department is working to have better traceability between strategic objectives, budgeting, acquisition 
decisions, operational planning, and mission execution, in order to improve both Departmental cohesiveness 
and operational effectiveness, as it relates to WMD programs and all Departmental programs. To reach its full 
potential as an organization, the Department is currently conducting reviews across multiple focus areas. This 
potential is difficult to achieve and takes even the best organizations many years. Complicating matters is the 
difficult budget environment the Depaitment currently faces, Resource coastraints also provide the impetus to 
build and mature the Depailmenl into one that is greater than the sum of its parts — one that operates with much 
greater unity of effort. Secretary Johnson noted in his recent testimony on the Department’s FY 2015 budget 
request that he is committed to improving planning, programming, budgeting, and execution processes through 
strengthened Departmental structures and increased capability. 

The Department has concluded an in-depth evaluation, and Secretary Johnson is considering tlie WMD 
program review as part of a broader effort to assess capabilities to execute the Department’s mission. The 
Department’s senior leadership is currently reviewing options to enhance the Department’s ability to effectively 
execute the full scope of the Department’s mission. Secretary Johnson will brief tlie Committee when this 
important effort has concluded. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE DAVID PRICE 

The Honorable Jeh Johnson, Secretary 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Department of Homeland Security Budget Request 
March 11,2014 


Nightime Removals to Mexico 

Question: Do ICE and CBP conduct nighttime removals to Mexico? 

ANSWER: U.S. Customs and Border Protection may conduct limited nighttime removals when necessary to 
prevent facility overcrowding and to limit detainee lime in custody. 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) has worked and will continue to work with the Government 
of Mexico (GoM) to ensure the safe repatriation of Mexican nationals. Local Arrangements for the Repatriation 
of Mexican Nationals (LRAs) are negotiated at the local field level in Mexico, which allows for ever-changing 
circumstances (including nighttime removals) to be discussed and negotiated among ICE, U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP), and the GoM. 

Each of the 30 LRAs e-stablishes the areas of responsibility covered by the U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security’s (DHS) components and Mexican consular offices, the points and hours of repatriation, any special 
considerations for vulnerable persons, and other factors. 

Depending on the port of depariure/eniry and in accordance with the LRA, repatriations may occur anytime 
within a 24-hour period, including at night. 

If so: 

• What is the policy rationale for nighttime removals and how many such removals occurred in fiscal year 
2013? 

ANSWER: The Depanmeru of Homeland Security Office of International Affairs worked with the 
Government of Mexico to establish local repatriation agreements which formalized arrangements for the 
expedited and humane repatriation of Mexican nationals. 

All 30 Local Arrangements, though the practices vary by location, formalize the operational 
coordination between governments to: guarantee a safe, orderly and humane repatriation process; 
reiterate the need for timely and effective consular access; outline special procedures for the safe return 
of juveniles and vulnerable individuals; establish communication protocols to address challenges posed 
by daily operations; and include a periodic review system to update and improve arrangements as 
circum.slances evolve in time. 

The Border Patrol captures the time that the detainees are booked out of Border Patrol facilities and sent 
to port of entries for repatriation. In Fiscal Year 2013, there were 39,199 Mexican detainees booked out 
of Border Patrol facilitie.s for repatriation to Mexico between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 

As stated in the majority of the LRAs, repatriations may occur anytime within a 24-hour period. As a 
practical matter, however, in the majority of offices, ICE’s Enforcement and Removal Operations (ERO) 
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does not conduct removals to Mexico after daylight hours. Should a situation arise requiring a removal 
during nighttime hours, the removal would be coordinated with the local Mexican consulate. 

ICE ERO does not track the number of nighttime removals and therefore cannot provide the requested 
figure. 

What guidelines do ICE and CBP follow for determining when nighttime removals are appropriate and 
safe, and what categories of deportees are potentially subject to nighttime removals? 

ANSWER; Nighttime removals are conducted as operationally necessary to limit facility overcrowding 
and in accordance with the above referenced Local Repatriation Agreements. Vulnerable populations 
such as unaccompanied alien children, pregnant females, and those with special needs arc not removed 
during nighttime hours. 

Each of the 30 LRAs establishes the areas of responsibility covered by the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security’s (DHS) components and local Mexican consular offices, the points and hours of 
repatriation, any special considerations for vulnerable persons, and other factors. Those individuals 
potentially subject to nighttime removals are healthy males ages 18 and over. All removals require 
notification to the appropriate Mexican authorities. 

How do ICE and CBP take into account safety risks to deportees who are subject to nighttime removals, 
including risks of assault, kidnapping, trafficking, or other crimes, and how do ICE and CBP work to 
mitigate such risk? 

ANSWER: U.S. Customs and Border Protection generally avoids nighttime removals whenever 
possible. Additionally, CBP refrains from removing detainees in high risk categories (UACs, the elderly, 
unaccompanied woman, mentally or medically incapacitated). Further, CBP removes detainees through 
areas agreed upon and deemed appropriate in the Local Repatriation Agreements. 

All nighttime removals are conducted in accordance with the LRAs. Depending on the port of 
departure/entry, repatriations may occur anytime within a 24-hour period; however, the U.S. Department 
of Homeland Security’s (DHS) components and Mexican consular officials may choose at any time to 
amend the LRAs to limit the repatriations to daylight hours, as well as suspend removals in particularly 
dangerous areas, to ensure the safety of those repatriated. Please see the responses to questions 61 and 
63 for additional information. 

What steps could ICE and CBP take to reduce, eliminate, or further mitigate the risks associated with 
nighttime removals? 

ANSWER: Generally, U.S, Customs and Border Protection and Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
continue to work with the Government of Mexico to address local repatriation concerns through the 
regular meetings of Local Repatriation Agreement (LRA) participanLs. When appropriate, and with the 
agreement of US and Mexican participants, the LRAs may he amended to reflect changing conditions on 
both sides of die border to mitigate emergent risks. This could include when, where, how, and if night 
repatriations occur. 

Additionally, Secretary Johnson met with his counterparts to communicate DUS’ intention to address 
persistent issues like night repatriations. Consistent with Secretary Johnson’s commitment, DHS and 
Mexican counterparts have convened a policy-level oversight body to deepen operational coordination 
and collaboration on repatriation issues, including night time repatriation. As an important first step, 

DI IS and Mexico will jointly analyze border flows. This will inform binational decisions regarding how 
to improve repatriation proce.sses and specifically how to best mitigate the risks associated with 
nighttime removals. 
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The Repatriation Technical Working Group (RTWG) was formed after the 2004 signing of a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the 
government of Mexico on the Safe, Orderly, Dignified and Humane Repatriation of Mexican Nationals. 
The RTWG recommends, evaluates, and oversees the programs operated under the 2004 MOU. 
Members of the RTWG include ICE, CBP, DHS Office of International Affairs, and representatives 
from the Mexican Secretary of Foreign Affairs, Secretariat of Governance, and the National Migration 
Institute. The RTWG is charged with the administration and negotiation of the 30 local repatriation 
agreements (LRA) between the United States and Mexico. This group works together to find solutions 
to issues at the local level. 

Currently the RTWG is working to modify the LRA’s. Through this process, ICE and CBP will take 
steps to reduce and further mitigate risks associated with nighttime removals. 

Do ICE and CBP return the personal belongings — such as wallets, IDs. cash, credit cards, and other 
normal personal effects - as a normal procedure in the removal process? If not, can the return of 
personal belongings become a part of standard removal pr(x;edures? 

ANSWER: Yes, absent prohibited items and those of evidentiary value or in forfeiture proceedings, 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) return all persona! effects that are in possession of the 
detainees when they arrive in CBP custody. 

In accordance with the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement applicable immigration detention 
standards, all personal belongings, such as wallets, IDs, cash, credit cards, and other normal personal 
effects are to be returned as a standard procedure in the removal process. The items that U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection and ICE return do not include prohibited items, items of evidentiary value, or 
forfeiture items. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Tom Latham 

Jeh Johnson, Secretary, Department of Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Budget Request 
March 1 1, 2014 


Electric Grid 


Mr. Secretary, there is a school of thought that says that the electric grid is the most important component of the 
critical infrastructure because other sectors could not function without it - and that the grid is very vulnerable 
on many fronts, both on the physical structure side like a generating facility - and on the control side, as in the 
operations control systems. 

Question: First, do you think there is enough collaboration between the government and the private sector 
with respect to cyber and physical security of our electric grid, and second, where do you believe that we need 
to improve in our nation’s grid security? 

ANSWER: Together with our government and industry partners, we have made progres.s towards improving 
the security of our electric grid. While we have invested significant time and resources to develop partnerships 
with the private sector, events like Hurricane Sandy and last year’s attack on a PG&E substation in California 
have illuminated the importance of strengthening our collaboration with the private sector. Today’s evolving 
threat environment requires us to constantly assess, adapt and build upon the work we already undertake with 
our private sector partners. 

To address these evolving threats and enhance collaboration, DHS, in coordination with DOE and the 
Electricity Subsector Coordinating Council (ESCC), plays an integral role in supporting public-private efforts to 
enhance the security and resilience of electricity infrastnicture. The ESCC and Government Executives 
meetings, which take place three times a year, are an example of this type of collaborative effort. The ESCC 
includes Chief Executive Officers (CEO.s) representing each segment of the electiic power industry, as well as 
heads of the major industry trade associations. These meetings provide a venue to discuss national-level 
responses to major incidents, physical security and cybersecurity, grid resilience, and progress made on joint 
industry/govemment initiatives. 

A recent example is the joint government-private sector response to last year’s attack on a PG&E substation in 
California in which DHS completed a 13 city private sector and interagency outreach campaign with the 
Department of Energy to raise awareness of potential evolving threats within the Electricity Subsector. 

However, more could be done to increase the strong collaboration that has already been built. Barriers, both 
real and perceived, can still impede collaboration. There is a real need for cyber information-sharing legislation 
that would provide clear rules of the road and allow the private sector to feel more comfortable with increasing 
their information sharing efforts. 

Progress has been made in securing energy infrastructure to include standardization of transformer 
specifications, the recovery transformer program, shared protective measures to the reduce vulnerability of 
transformers, development of best practice.s for substation protection, response, recovery, and resilience, and the 
development of Energy Sector Information Exchange. However, challenges remain, including addressing cyber 
vulnerabilities and managing the diversity and interdependencies of energy infrastructure across sectors and 
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national boundaries. The diverse programs and comprehensive initiatives across the Energy Sector provide a 
solid example of cooperation and are a good model for increasing public and private cooperation. 

To do this ongoing cooperative security work, we need explicit authorities that allow us to deploy timely 
mitigation tools across the dot gov, and information-sharing provisions that allow private sector entities to feel 
more comfortable sharing information with DHS, We see improvement in grid security but look forward to a 
time when we can make progress more efficiently by both deploying tools more effectively and receiving more 
information from the private sector. 

Question: Based on what you know about the US electrical grid, and impacts that might result from a cyber- 
attack on the grid, how would you rate our present contingency plans for dealing with a broad attack - with A 
being the best grade and F being the worst? 

AiNSWER: Cybersccurity is multidimensional, and there is never a point where the efforts culminate and the 
problem ends. As the threat evolves, we are continuing to grow our capabilities and adapt our approach. 
Assigning a specific grade would fail to reflect the range of capability, effort, investment and resilience that 
goes into this adaptive approach. 

Through the paitnership model outlined in the National Infrastructure Protection Plan, DHS works with the 
Department of Energy and industry to understand and reduce physical and cyber risks to the energy sector and 
critical infrastructure. The Cybersecurity Framework developed by NIST in fulfillment of Executive Order 
1 3636, Improving Critical Infrastructure Cybersecurity is a key component of this goal. Aligned around five 
core functions - identify, protect, detect, respond, and recover, the Framework presents a set of cybersccurity 
activities and informative references that are common across critical infrastructure sectors to support adoption 
of practices that enable organizations to identify, assess, and manage cyber risks. It also focuses on using 
business drivers to guide cybersccurity activities and considering cyber risks as part of the organizations risk 
management processes. However, despite the progress that DHS has made, there are still barriers that impede 
the private sector’s ability to share information with us. Cyber information-sharing legislation would provide 
clear rules of the road and allow the private sector to work more effectively with the government to protect the 
nation’s electric grid. 


Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism Standards (CFATS) 

Mr. Secretary, at one point, a few years ago, there were serious concerns about the CFATS program, which 
were expressed in an internal memo. Some of the concerns were related to the inexperience & lack of 
qualifications of individuals who were in-place to carry out the mission of the program. 

Question: I recognize that the questionable qualifications issue, raised a eouple of years back, was before your 
time. However, since qualifications and expertise are important in the CFATS program, I want to know 
whether you are completely satisfied with where the C- FATS program is today and, if not, where do you see a 
need for improvement of the program? Also, I would like for you to comment on where you think the 
qualifications of the CFATS program personnel are today, versus where they were when they were being 
criticized. In other words, do we have more qualified personnel in the program now? 

ANSWER: Over the past two years, the Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism Standards (CFATS) program has 
made progress, advancing programmatically while simultaneously moving forward strategically to address the 
challenges that remain. I am pleased that the House Committee on Homeland Security’s Subcommittee on 
Cybersccurity, Infrastructure Protection, and Security Technologies has acknowledged this progress by 
introducing a bill — H.R. 4007 — that would provide longer-term authorization for the CFATS program and the 
authority to carry out the program in a manner that will foster the security of America’s highest-risk chemical 
infrastructure. As with any program, however, I believe room for improvement remains, and the Department is 
committed to working to continuously strengthen the CFATS program and improve its implementation. 
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While we have increased the pace at which Site Security Plan reviews are conducted over the past year, 
identifying ways to further increase that pace while maintaining the quality and thoroughness of the review 
process remains a top priority for the National Protection and Programs Direclorale. Additionally, as a part of 
our commitment to continue moving the CFATS program forward, the Department has conducted a thorough 
review of the CFATS risk assessment process, including the completion of an external peer review of the 
CFATS risk assessment methodology, and we are preparing to implement improvements to the CFATS risk 
assessment methodology based on many of the recommendations resulting from those efforts. Similarly, the 
Department is in the process of improving the Chemical Security Assessment Tool — the information 
technology foundation of the CFATS program — based on feedback from Department staff and members of the 
regulated community. Finally, permanent or long-term authorization of the program would provide both the 
Department and the regulated community with the stability and confidence in the longevity of the program that 
both desire. Long-term authorization would also send an important message to potentially noncompliant 
“outlier” facilities that may be seeking to “wait out” the CFATS program and avoid their obligation to report to 
the Department their holdings of chemicals of interest. 

The Department previously took a number of steps to assess and address this concern. These efforts included 
the development and implementation of refined hiring processes, the hiring of a permanent leadership team for 
the Division responsible for implementing CFATS, the reassignment of CFATS staff as appropriate to take 
advantage of individual skill sets, and the development and provision of additional training to CFATS 
compliance and inspection staff. CFATS leadership has reported to me that, as a result of these efforts, and 
noting the strong forward progress the program has made over the past two years, they are confident in the 
quality and preparedness of the individuals who currently have the responsibility for implementing the CFATS 
program on a daily basis. Their confidence in the CFATS staff is bolstered by the feedback CFATS leadership 
routinely receives from members of the CFATS regulated community praising the quality of the current CFATS 
staff. For example, during testimony on the CFATS inspection process before the House Committee on 
Homeland Security Subcommittee on Cybersecurity, Infrastructure Protection, and Security Technologies, Kate 
Hampford Donahue, the president of a company subject to the CFATS regulations, noted “we had two 
inspectors who were knowledgeable, professional, courteous and practical. They engaged us in a real dialogue 
during the inspection -• and continued that dialogue after they left.” CFATS leadership has received .similar 
feedback from other members of the regulated community about compliance staff, help desk staff, and other 
CFATS employees a.s well as the CFATS inspector cadre. 



173 


QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Charles W. Dent 

Jeh Johnson, Secretary 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 U.S. Department of Homeland Security Budget Request 
March 11,2014 


FEMA Grants - Over-tlie-Road Bus Security Assistance (rrants 

Question: Your FY 2015 Budget proposal for the Federal Emergency Management Agency or FEMA 
includes, once again, the FEMA National Preparedness Grant Program. From what 1 understand, this 
consolidated grant program would cover multiple grant disciplines within the agency. I mention this because 
just last week I was contacted by the CEO of Trans-Bridge Lines, a motor coach operator, out of Bethlehem, 
Pennsylvania, concerned that Over-lhe-Road Bus Security Assistance grants will not be eligible for funding 
through the grant funding allocated in the FY 2014 Omnibus. 

First, given that the motor coach industry i.s the second largest means of intercity passenger transportation, just 
behind the domestic air carriers, can you comment on the industry’s inclusion as part of the security grant 
process? 

ANSWER: Transportation Security Administration (TSA) conducts a national risk assessment, called the 
Trivnsportation Sector Security Risk Assessment (TSSR A). TSSR A considers all three elements of risk (threat, 
vulnerability, and consequence) in determining direct risk percentages based on over 200 attack scenarios across all 
modes of transportation to include domestic aviation, international aviation, freight rail, highway, mass transit and 
passenger rail, and pipeline. TSSR A results indicate that the vast majority of surface transportation risk remains in 
the Nation’s urban mass transit and passenger rail sectors. 

From a historical perspective, our subject matter experts at TSA work closely with industry in developing the 
funding priorities to ensure they were aligned with the risk both DHS and industiy saw in the sector. Witli the 
reduction in grant funding, TSA has continued to meet with the over-ihe-road bus industry to hear their concerns, 
and discuss the risk spectrum across all modes of surface transportation. Specifically, TSA Administrator Pistole has 
met with representatives of the American Bus Association, most recently in March, 2014. TSA constantly evaluates 
the risk profile across surface transportation, continuing to meet with industry across all modes, and will adjust the 
approach to funding as/if warranted by recent security events or changes in risk. 

As a result of these evaluations, the Inter-City Bus program will not be funded in the Fiscal Year 2014 grant cycle. 

Second, in your proposal for this new National Preparedness Grant Program in FY 15 budget proposal, do you 
have in mind to include grants for intercity pas.senger transportation? 

ANSWER: Yes, the Intercity Bus Security Grant Program (TBSGP) and the Intercity Passenger Rail Security 
Grant Program (IPR) will be consolidated under the proposed National Preparedness Grant Program. The full 
list of programs proposed for consolidation is: 

o Homeland Security Grant Program (HSGP) 

• State Homeland Security Program (SHSP) 

• Urban AreavS Security Initiative (UASI) 

• Operation Stonegarden (OPSG) 
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• Metropolitan Medical Response Grants (MMRS) 

• Citizen Corps Program (CCP) 

o Buffer Zone Protection Program (BZPP) 
o Driver’s License Security Grant Program (DLSGP) 
o Emergency Operations Center (EOC) 
o Freight Rail Security Grant Program (FRSGP) 
o Intercity Bus Security Grant Program (IBSGP) 
o Intercity Passenger Rail Security Grant Program (IPR) 
o Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant (lECGP) 
o Non-Profit Security Grant Program (NSGP) 
o National Special Security Event (NSSE) Grant 
o Port Security Grant Program (PSGP) 
o Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program (RCPGP) 
o Transit Security Grant Program (TSGP) 
o Tribal Homeland Security Grant Program (THSGP) 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE JACK KINGSTON 

Jeh Johnson, Secretary, Department of Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Budget Request 
March 11,2014 


Department of State Training at FLETC 


Question: In March 2013, 0MB directed the Department of State to assess the viability of using the available 
capacity at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Centers (FLETC) as an option to meet their training needs. 
The direction was based on the Department of State proposal and budget request to consolidate their training 
into a single location. The State request proposed that the GSA construct a new Foreign Affairs Security 
Training Center at the US Army's Fort Pickett in Blackstone, Virginia. Due to the large cost difference 
between the FLETC option and the alternative to construct new facilities at Fort Pickett, 0MB directed further 
FLETC considerations. 

A cost estimate developed by FLETC that would fully meet the facility requirements proposed by the 
Department of State shows that, by leveraging existing facilities, the FLETC has the ability to provide them 
with training at an original estimated $272 million dollars compared to State’s original estimate of $935 million 
at Fort Pickett for the comparable solution — a difference of more than $635 million. Reduced scope estimates 
still show a drastic cost savings with $257 million at FLETC compared to $476 million at Fort Pickett. 

It is clear that locating the Department of State training in Glynco will provide a cost effective training solution 
and will ensure that taxpayer funds are being spent responsibly. FLETC already has over $625 million in 
existing facilities that align with the Department of Slate’s proposed mission, including not only a substantial 
number of training venues, but the support infrastructure needed that would need to be built at Fort Pickett. 

0MB is in the process of making a decision on the training location and will decide “soon.” Is the Department 
aware of not only the savings to the taxpayers of conducting this training at the consolidated FLETC location, 
but also the counteiproductive impact of a potential decision to start establishing new, agency-specific training 
facilities around the country? What is being done to ensure that the most cost-effective option is chosen, which 
at this point appears to be FLETC? Does the Department have a timeline for OMB’s decision? 

ANSWER: The FLETC Director has provided briefings to leadership within the Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) on the results of the extensive efforts that have been undertaken by the FLETC in response to 
the 0MB tasking referenced above. The FLETC developed and submitted an extensive report to 0MB in 
November 2013, which provided an in-depth cost analysis of the substantial savings to the Government that can 
be achieved by utilization of the FLETC as a location for the Foreign Affairs Security Training Center. With 
over $625M in existing infrastructure, the FLETC can provide for a cost effective training solution ajid ensure 
taxpayer funds are being spent responsibly by eliminating overlap and unnecessary duplication of effort among 
Federal agencies. The FLETC business model is built on collaborative partnerships and over 40 years of proven 
experience that .supports the fact that the FLETC is well-positioned to meet the needs of federal law 
enforcement training. 

Following the initial request made by the OMB in March 2013, the FLETC committed extensive staff and 
resources to thoroughly review and refine at! options. Their analysis included collaboration with the 
Department of State, the Department of Defense (United States Army and United States Marine Corps), as well 
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as the Georgia Air Nationai Guard. The FLETC’s review has resulted in a plan that we believe meets the 
Department of State’s staled training needs. Upon request, the FLETC has provided briefings to the staff 
assigned to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, the House 
Committee on Homeland Security, and the House Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Homeland 
Security. The FLETC plan would not only benefit the Department of State, it would also benefit the 
Department of Defense and the FLETC’s other Partner Organizations. Such collaboration, shared resources, 
and expertise, enhances mission readiness and effectiveness, white being responsive to the expectation of the 
taxpayers regarding the stewardship of public funds. 

The Department respectfully refers the Committee to the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) for any 
questions regarding OMB’s decision timeline. 

FLETC CBP Training Capabilities 

Question; The Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) plays a vital role in training law 
enforcement agents and officers across the nation. FLETC has an established history and capability to adapt to 
ever changing training demands. 

Included in the budget request, Customs and Border Patrol (CBP) intends to increase training by 2,000 agents 
this year and approximately 2,000 next year. 

Is FLETC prepared to assume training responsibilities of the 2,000 additional agents? Will CBP be responsible 
for additional resources, if needed? 

ANSWER; FLETC is funded to train 800 additional CBP officers in FYI4, and has requested funding to train 
1 ,200 additional CBP officers in FY15, thus completing the original additional 2,000 CBP officers. As with 
the phased training of the 2,000 CBP officers funded in the 2014 appropriation, the training of the additional 
2,000 CBP officers requested in 2015 will be phased over multiple years. 

Typically, if FLETC is not fully funded to provide training requested by an agency, it is the agency's 
responsibility to provide the necessary additional resources until the funding is provided in FLETC’s budget. 

National Flood Insurance Program 

While there are many poorly managed issues with FEMA’s implementation of the Biggert- Waters Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 20 1 2, one of the most glaring is the agency’s failure to complete the Affordability 
Study mandated by law. 

By not completing this study, which Congress gave FEMA $750,000 to complete, FEMA has denied Congress 
and the public essential information on the impact of NFIP changes due to BW12. Without the Affordability 
Study’s information. Congress and the public have lacked the data to evaluate BW12’s impact or adequately 
evaluate alternatives. FEMA is the only entity that keeps this data and has not only ignored the law but has 
severely impacted the lives and long term plans regarding mortgages and financial planning of thousands of 
American families. 

Question: Why didn’t FEMA do the Affordability Study Required by BW 12 Biggerl-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2012? 

ANSWER: FEMA has been working with the Nationai Academy of Sciences (NAS) on the required BW 12 
affordability study. However, the NAS indicated additional time and funds were required to complete the study. 
To address this issue, Congress included a provision in the recently passed Homeowners’ Flood Insurance 
Affordability Act of 2014 that increased the funds authorized to complete the Affordability Study to $2.5 




177 


million and delays the deadline for completion until 18 months after the date of enactment of the new Act. We 
will continue to work with the NAS to complete the required study in a timely manner. 

Question: The bill which recently pa,ssed the House regarding reforms to BW12 contains an Affordability 
Study provision as well. This provision allocates off $2.5 million for this purpose and sets an 18 month 
deadline. In addition the bill requires FEMA, building on the Affordability Study, to draft a framework that 
proposes programmatic and regulatory changes to address the affordability of flood insurance sold under the 
program. 

The framework must be submitted within 1 8 months of completion of the affordability study. 

If this bill becomes law, can Congress count on FEMA to accurately execute its directives in a timely manner or 
can we expect more of the bureaucratic mismanagement we have seen from NFIP as it bobbles the 
implementation of BW12? 

ANSWER: The NFIP makes Hood insurance available to millions of Americans though a multi-dimensional, 
complex program that includes flood insurance, flood hazard mapping, grants and floodplain management. The 
reforms made by Biggert- Waters Act of 2012 were aimed at improving the financial solvency and operations of 
the NFIP. Implementation of these provisions involved intense coordination between FEMA and its Write Your 
Own (WYO) companies, as well as significant changes to a number of established processes and procedures. 
Additionally, many of these provisions required rulemaking to implement, and rulemaking is a multi-yeai’ 
intensive effort. FEMA is firmly committed to implementing all provisions of both Acts, as directed by the 
Congress, to ensure that citizens continue to benefit from the insurance and mitigation activities of the NFIP. 
FEMA will also continue to inform Congress of its progress in addressing all aspects of this legislation. 

Question: Another major problem with FEMA’s implementation dealt with fully informing homeowners of 
new subsidy levels. BW12 mandates that homes purchased or policies renewed after enactment lose their 
subsidy. However, FEMA waited until March 201.^ to stop quoting solely subsidized rates as part of official 
procedure. Therefore, if you bought a home or renewed your policy between July 2012 and March 2013 you 
were given the incorrect rate. 

To add to the confusion, FEMA directed insurance agents to provide both the subsidized and unsubsidized rates 
from March 2013 to October 1, 2013. Therefore, if you bought a home or renewed your policy between March 
2013 and October 2013 you were given two rates and not explicitly told when the higher rate would go into 
effect. 

Why did FEMA not mandate the disclosure of the correct NFIP coverage cost beginning in July 2012? Why did 
the March 2013 directive not mandate adequate notification of the implementation date of the higher rate? 

ANSWER: National Flood Insurance Program Extension Act, which was enacted on May 31, 2012, mandated 
that FEMA increase premiums by a 25-percent annual average for subsidized non-primary residences, which 
later became pan of the Biggert-Waters Act of 2012 (BW-12). The guidance for implementation of this 
provision of law was released on June 29, 2012. After the July 6, 2012, enactment of BW-12, FEMA provided 
implementation requirements for Section 100241 on July 10, 2012; and Section 100227(b) on October 19, 

2012. These two sections, respectively, waive the normal 30-day waiting period for coverage for new policies 
for flooding from federal lands following a wildfire, and established an alternative effective date for Standard 
Flood Insurance Policies (SFIPs) that were purchased during the period beginning on May 1, 201 1, and ending 
on June 6, 201 1, and that were impacted by the Flood in Progress exclusion found in the SFIP. During this 
period, FEMA also began to develop the rating procedures for buildings no longer eligible for subsidized rates 
under Section 100205 (g) of BW-12, while also implementing routine annual rate adjustments effective October 
1, 2012, for those policyholders not directly impacted by BW-12. Super-Storm Sandy struck the East Coast on 
October 29, 2012, and considerable FEMA resources were deployed to storm-struck areas in response and 
recovery efforts. Upon return from deployment, FEMA personnel developed rale tables and procedures for the 
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Write Your Own (WYO) insurers published in Bulletin W-13016 on March 29, 2013. The Bulletin provided 
insurers six months to implement the changes. FEMA staff began communicating changes widely to WYO 
insurance companies, internal and external stakeholders. Congress and others in March 2013 - six months 
before the rate changes became official in October 2013. Throughout the spring, summer, and fall of 2013, 
FEMA, WYO insurers, agents, realtors, floodplain managers and others, met with hundreds of thousands of 
impacted current and future policyholders through a wide net of outreach activities nationwide to explain the 
changes. WYO company agents received in-person or webinar training on BW-1 2 changes and, to date, more 
than 20,000 agents and lenders have received training. FEMA developed a flood insurance reform website with 
explanatory videos which, at one time, was hosting more than 40,000 unique visitors each week. FEMA did not 
have the resources to launch a direct-to-policyholder educational campaign. Such a campaign would have had 
limited benefit given the limited number of policyholders impacted initially and the graduated timeline when 
rate changes could affect them. WYO agents were given clear instructions on when rate changes would occur 
and which would occur retroactively. They also had their WYO companies as well as FEMA resources to rely 
on as underwriting resources during this time. 

Six months is the typical timeline for FEMA to introduce rate and procedure changes to the NFIP through the 
Write Your Own (WYO) insurers. Because Section 100205 (g) mandated full-risk rating of buildings newly 
insured or newly purchased on or after July 6, 201 3, there was an urgency to cease issuing new business 
policies with subsidized rates that the law would require to be rc-rated at a later renewal with full-risk rates. The 
earliest renewal date that FEMA could target, while allowing the WYO insurers adequate time to implement the 
new procedures, was six months after the March 29, 2013 Bulletin, which was October 1, 2013. 

CBP Officer Hiring 

Question: The President has requested in his FY15 budget the hiring of 2,000 new CBP officers. Is it CBP’s 
plan to use these new employees to alleviate the congestion at customs facilities here in the U.S. or are these 
new employees scheduled to be deployed to future international preclearance facilities at other airports within 
UAE or neighboring middle eastern countries? 

Additionally, the President’s request states that the 2,000 new officers in FYi5 would be funded through “fees.” 
What fees specifically will be paying for the salaries and benefits of these 2,000 officers? If enough revenue is 
not generated through the collection of fees to cover the annual cost of these 2,000 officers, how do you plan to 
cover tliis revenue shortl^ll? 

Why was the United Arab Emirates selected as the location for one of only 2 preclearance facilities outside of 
North America? Given that so few US air carriers fly through UAE, does this center serve any justifiable 
purpose? 

ANSWER: The 2,000 new U.S. Customs and Border Protection officers (CBPOs) will he deployed to ports of 
entry (POEs) in the United States and will be placed in our areas of greatest need as identified by the Workload 
Staffing Model (WSM) and current operational circumstances. Advancements in technology and facility 
expansions are also taken into consideration for the allocation plan. The CBPOs will be placed across the U.S. 
at POEs ill all environments - including air, land, and sea. CBP does not plan to deploy any of the 2,000 new 
CBPOs to international locations. Given the record increases we have seen in passenger traffic since 2009, the 
allocation plan clearly recognizes the critical need for staffing frontline operations while remaining mindful to 
support cargo operations and reduce overall wail times. 

In March 2013, the National Center for Risk and Economic Analysis of Terrorism Events (CREATE) estimated 
the impacts on the U.S. economy of changes in wait times due to staffing adjustments to primary inspectional 
processing at 33 major POEs. The report ineasures changes in tourist and business travel expenditures and 
changes in freight costs. The changes are then measured as they translate into ripple, or multiplier, effects in 
port regions and the overall U.S. economy. The report ultimately determines the resultant economic impact on 
three main components: Gross Domestic Product (GDP), time value opportunity costs, and jobs. The study 
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indicates the addition of one officer at each of these 33 key crossings could have the following impact on the 
U.S. economy as a whole: $65.8 million increase in GDP, $21.2 million in opportunity cost savings and 1,094 
annual jobs added. 

While recognizing the success in business process improvements and increase in U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection officers (CBPOs), the FY 2014 Workload Staffing Model results continue to show a need for 
additional capability. 

CBP’s cost of inspectional services has steadily increased while the rates for inspectional fees intended to 
support key parts of CBP’s operations have not been increased since 2007 for the Consolidated Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 19S5 (COBRA) fees and 2001 for the Immigration User Fees (lUF). 

lUF is intended to be full cost recovery to support the cost of CBP’s immigration inspectional activities. 
However, in Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 CBP only recovered 76 percent of its costs for immigration inspection 
services from the lUF. Had lUF been kept pace with inflation since its creation, the air and commercial vessel 
passenger fees would have been $12.3! in FY 2013. CBP is proposing a $2 fee rate increase from the current 
$7 rate to $9 for lUF air and commercial vessel passengers, well below their inflationary level. 

While COBRA was not statutorily intended to be full cost recovery, given the hierarchical framework of those 
items the fees reimburse; CBP believes the percentage of cost recovery for COBRA is below what was 
originally intended. In FY 2013, CBP only recovered 50 percent of the costs eligible to be reimbursed by 
COBRA fee revenue. For example, had the COBRA fees been increased by an inflation factor since its 
creation, the air and commercial vessel passenger fee would have been $10.83 in FY 2013. CBP is proposing 
an increase from the current rate of $5.50 to $7.50 for the COBRA commercial air passenger fee in FY 2015, 
well below its inflationary level, with proportional increa.ses for the additional fee rates governed by COBRA. 

Current deltas in CBP’s cost recovery for the activities supported by COBRA and lUFs are made up with CBP’s 
annual appropriations. Failing to increase the fee rates will continue to burden CBP’s appropriated resources 
and will result in diminished capabilities for CBP, as each year the buying power of these fees decreases. The 
proposed fee rate increases in the President’s FY 2015 budget request will not only support CBP’s strategy to 
fully fund the WSM identified CBPO requirement at U.S. ports of entry for FY 2015, but will continue to do so 
with the goal of more efficiently and effectively accomplishing CBP’s trade and travel facilitation mission, and 
position CBP to better address the growing needs associated with increasing trade and travel. 

These strategies and the resources necessary to accomplish this mission have also been outlined in CBP’s FY 
2014 Resource Optimization Strategy report. With these proposed fee rate increases. CBP could potentially 
recover 99 percent of current lUF eligible costs and 83 percent of current COBRA/Express Consignment 
Carrier Fee (ECCF) eligible costs for customs inspectional activity in FY 2015. 

The President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2015 budget request addresses the need for additional U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection officers (CBPOs) identified in the Workload Staffing Model (WSM) through a combination 
of increases to user fee rates, adjustments to fee accounts, funding for additional inspection equipment, and 
maximizations of CBP resources at the ports of entry by decreasing the non-law enforcement workload of 
CBPOs. The hiring of the additional officers is contingent on sources identified in the budget or the 
identification of a new or alternative source of funding. 


Proposed Funding 

Funding Component 

CBPOs 

COBRA User Fee Increase 

795 

lUF Increase - Air 

935 

lUF Increase - Cruise 

270 

Total Proposals Projected 
Through Fiscal Year 2015* 

2,000 
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* The 2,000 CBPOs authorized in the FY 2014 Omnibus and the 2,000 CBPOs funded by fee adjustments 
include approximately 400 mission and operational support positions for the Office of Field Operations, which 
will respond to the increasing administrative workload from the additional officers. In addition, through agency- 
wide administrative efficiencies and integration efforts, these same mission and operational support positions 
will be used to return the equivalent of at least 373 CBPOs currently encumbered with administrative duties to 
their primary law enforcement responsibilities. 

The United Arab Emirates (UAE) is a growing transit hub for global travel and commerce in the Middle East. 

It is also a strategic transit location for terrorist-related travel, including watch-listed individuals in the Terrorist 
Screening Database and passengers whose travel history presents intelligence-based risk factors. 

The expansion of preclearance to the UAE allows U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) law enforcement 
personnel to inspect travelers before they board aircraft destined to the United States and supports the 
Department’s extended border strategy. Through preclearance, DHS can better to intercept a variety of threats 
to the American homeland (including terrorists, criminals, as well as the spread of foreign pests, and disease 
associated with global outbreaks) prior to departure to the United States. Continuing challenges in the global 
security environment from the region make the ability to operate U.S. security programs prior to departure a key 
CBP capability. 

Yes, I view expansion of preclearance as a homeland security imperative, and DHS will be actively seeking 
opportunities to bring preclearance operations to new airports around the world. Preclearance in Abu Dhabi 
brings substantial national security benefits, agricultural integrity benefits, and travel facilitation benefits, all at 
minimal cost to U.S. taxpayers. A majority, 70 percent, of the traffic coming from Abu Dhabi to the United 
States is in-transit from countries such as India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Bangladesh. Given the nature of 
ongoing threats, and the specific routings and transit traffic through the UAE, preclearance provides clear 
security benefits to the United States by allowing DHS to implement a core security program at an emerging 
global crossroads. 

Preclearance locations operate with a reduced, layered enforcement posture when compared with that of a 
typical U.S. air port of entiy (POE). For example, preclearance locations do not have to assign resources for 
cargo, trade, or outbound enforcement responsibilities. Because U.S. Customs and Border Protection Officers 
at preclearance location,s are dedicated primarily to air passenger processing only, they process, proportionately 
speaking, approximately 60 percent more passengers than their stateside counterparts. Overall, preclearance 
locations produce a higher annual average rate of inadmissible interceptions than U.S. POEs. These passenger 
interceptions result in cost avoidance for the U.S. government in terms of detention, processing, and 
repatriation, as well as support costs generally associated with domestic apprehensions. The U.S. government 
avoided approximately $24.1 million ($2,502 per person) in detention costs that would have been incurred 
based on 9,629 inadmissible interceptions there were made at all preclearance locations in FY 2013. 

Additionally, DHS and the Department of State carefully negotiated a preclearance agreement with the UAE 
that indicates that once U.S. carriers are at Abu Dhabi International Airport, CBP is required to treat all carriers 
equally. Delta and United Airlines currently operate daily non-stop flights to the United States from Dubai. 
JetBlue and American Airlines currently have a codeshare agreement with Etihad Airways for flights departing 
from Abu Dhabi, and it is anticipated that additional business opportunities will develop for U.S. airlines at both 
locations. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED B Y 

THE HONORABLE LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 

Jeh Johnson, Secretary, Department of Homeland Security 

Commiltee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Budget Request 
March 1L20I4 


Pregnant Women in Immiaration Custody 

Question: What is DHS’s official policy on the detention of pregnant women? Please describe any steps DHS 
is taking to ensure that pregnant women in immigration custody are appropriately treated and cared for. 

ANSWER: As a general matter, it is U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) policy that “[a]bsent 
extraordinary circumstances or the requirements of mandatory detention, field office directors should not 
expend detention resources on aliens who are known to be suffering from serious physical or mental illness; or 
who are disabled, elderly, pregnant, or nursing, or demonstrate that they are primary caretakers of children or an 
infirm person, or whose detention is otherwise not in the public interest.” See ICE Policy No. 10072.1, Civil 
Immigration Enforcement: Priorities for the Apprehension, Detention, and Removal of Aliens (Mar. 2, 20 1 1 ). 

In the limited circumstances in which ICE detains pregnant women, the following policies guide decision- 
making; 

(1 ) “Review of the Use of Segregation for ICE Detainees,” September 4, 2013: This ICE directive 
outlines ICE policies and procedures for the use of segregated housing. According to the policy, 
placement in administrative segregation due to a special vulnerability, which includes being pregnant 
and nursing, should be u.scd only as a last resort and when there are no other viable housing options, 
such as transfer to another facility better suited to the person’s needs. 

(2) “Monitoring of Pregnant Aliens in DRO Custody,” October 24, 2007: This ICE memorandum 
outlines ICE guidance to the field offices to ensure consistent monitoring of both the case status and 
health of pregnant detainees to ensure appropriate care is provided, adequate resources are provided to 
the detainee by the detention facility, and that efficient removal proceedings are effectuated, where 
possible. 

In addition, the ICE detention standards, including the 2000 National Detention Standards (NDS) and 2008 and 
201 1 Performance-Based National Detention Standards (PBNDS) outline key steps to ensure that pregnant 
women detained in ICE custody receive appropriate care. The level of care for pregnant detainees is consistent 
throughout all standards, but the specific needs of female detainees have received increased focus under 
PBNDS 2011. Such standards are subject to robust review through various oversight mechanisms, including 
ICE annual inspections, risk-management reviews or audits, and on-site daily compliance monitoring at key 
ICE detention facilities. 

The following are excerpts from the detention standards as they apply to pregnant detainees: 

• NDS 

o Medical Care, Section J, Special Needs : “The medical care provider for each facility will notify the 
officer in charge in writing when a detainee has been diagnosed as having a medical or psychiatric 
condition requiring special attention (e.g. pregnancy, special diet, medical isolation, AIDS, etc.).” 
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PBNDS 2008 

o Medical Care, Expected Outcomes . #12: “Female detainees will undergo pregnancy testing and 
pregnancy management services.” 

o Medical Care, Section R, Special Needs and Close Medical Supervision: “Female detainees shall 
have access to pregnancy testing and pregnancy mana^ment services that include routine prenatal 
care, addiction raanagement, comprehensive counseling and assistance, nutrition, and postpartum 
follow-up.” 

PBNDS 2011 

o 4.4 Medical Care (Women), Expected Outcomes . # 3: “A pregnant detainee in custody shall have 
access to pregnancy services including routine or specialized prenatal care, pregnancy testing, 
comprehensive counseling and assistance, postpartum follow up, lactation services and abortion 
services.” 

o 4.4 Medical Care (Women), Expected Outcomes . #4: “At no time shall a pregnant detainee be 
restrained, absent truly extraordinary circumstances that render restraints absolutely necessary.” 

o 4.4 Medical Care (Women), Expected Practices . # 1 — 2: “Every facility shall .... Provide its female 
detainees access to pregnancy services, including pregnancy testing, routine or specialized prenatal 
care, postpartum follow up, lactation services and abortion services as outlined herein; counseling 
and assistance for pregnant women in keeping with their express desires in planning for their 
pregnancy, whether they desire abortion, adoptive services or to keep the child;...” 

o 4.4 Medical Care (Women), Expected Practices, Section B(2), 

“Initial Health Assessment": ‘if the initial medical intake screening indicates the possibility of 
pregnancy, recent sexual assault, violence or history of mental health illness, an initial health 
appraisal shall be completed as soon as possible, but no more than 24 hours after arrival. All initial 
health assessments of female detainees shall be provided by a trained and qualified health provider, 
and must iuclude a thorough evaluation and assessment of the reproductive system. In addition to 
the criteria listed on the health assessment form, the evaluation shall inquire about the following; 

a. pregnancy testing and documented results; 

b. if the detainee is currently nursing (breastfeeding);” 

o 4.4 Medical Care (Women), Expected Practices, Section E, “Pregnancy”: “Upon coufirmation by 
medical personnel that a female detainee is pregnant, she shall be given close medical supervision. 
Pregnant detainees shall have access to prenatal and specialized care, and comprehensive counseling 
inclusive of, but not limited to: nutrition, exercise, complications of pregnancy, prenatal vitamins, 
labor and delivery, postpartum care, lactation, family planning, abortion services and parental skills 
education. If a pregnant detainee has been identified as high risk, the detainee shall be referred, as 
appropriate, to a physician specializing in high risk pregnancies. Pregnancy management and 
outcuine.s shall be monitored, quarterly, through a continuous quality improvement process.” 

o 4.4 Medical Care (Women), Expected Practices . Section E(] ), “Non- Use of Restraints,” in part: 
“Restraints on Pregnant Women: A pregnant woman or women in post-delivery recuperation shall 
not be restrained absent truly extraordinary circumstances that render restraints absolutely necessary 
as documented by a supervisor or directed by the on-site medical authority...” “The use of restraints 
requires documented approval and guidance from the on-site medical authority. Record-keeping and 
reporting requirements regarding the medical approval to use restraints shall be consistent with other 
provisions within these standards, including documentation in the detainee’s A-tile, detention and 
medical file.s.” 

o 4.4 Medical Care {Women), Expected Practices. Section E(2), “Abortion Access”: “In the event 
continued detention is necessary and appropriate, and consistent with the practice of our federal 
partners, if the life of the mother would be endangered by cai t ying a fetus to term, or in the case of 
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rape or incest, ICE will assume the costs associated with a female detainee’s decision to terminate a 
pregnancy. 

a. In this instance, or in a situation where a female detainee opts to fund the termination of her 
pregnancy, ICE shall arrange for transportation at no cost to the detainee for the medical 
appointment and, if requested by the detainee, for access to religious counseling, and non- 
directive (impartial) medical resources and social counseling, to include outside social services 
or women’s community resources groups. 

b. If a detainee requests to terminate her pregnancy, ICE will document the request in the 
detainee’s medical records. The detainee’s statement should be signed personally by the detainee 
and include clear language of the detainee’s intent.” 

o 4.4 Medical Care (Women), Expected Practices . Section F, “Mental Health Services”: “In addition 
to mental health services offered to all detainees, mental health assessments shall be offered to any 
detainee who has recently given birth, miscarried or terminated a pregnancy.” 

Immigration Detainers 

Question: Does ICE currently issue immigration detainers for minors? If so, under what circumstances are 
detainers issued? 

ANSWER: U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) issues immigration detainers for minors if there 
is reason to believe a minor is an alien subject to removal from the United Slates, and the issuance of the 
detainer comports with current policies governing civil immigration enforcement. These actions encompass an 
investigation into a minor’s alienage and a review of their criminal and immigration history. In fiscal year (FY) 
2013, 0.37 percent of the total ICE Enforcement and Removal Operations detainers were lodged on individuals 
regarded as minors in ICE’s systems of record. In addition, over half of the detainers lodged on individuals who 
were recorded as minors and about whom ICE had criminal information available had indicia of a charge or 
conviction of either an aggravated felony or multiple felonies. 

ICE lodges detainers against removable individuals arrested on criminal charges to ensure that dangerous 
criminals are not released from prisons or jails and into our communities, as well as on other priority removable 
individuals. To further ensure uniformity in ICE’s prioritized approach to enforcement, in December 2012, 

ICE issued guidance titled. Civil Immigration Enforcement: Guidance on the Use of Detainers in the Federal, 
State, Local, and Tribal Criminal Justice Systems. This guidance itemizes specific types of individuals against 
whom a detainer should be lodged, including, but not limited to, individuals who: (i) have a prior felony 
conviction; (ii) have been convicted of illegal entry pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1325; (iii) have been found by an 
immigration officer or an immigration judge to have knowingly committed immigration fraud; (iv) have an 
outstanding order of removal; and/or (v) otherwise pose a significant risk to national security, border security, 
or public safety. The December 2012 guidance also ensures that the agency’s use of detainers in the criminal 
justice system uniformly applies the principles set forth in ICE’s June 2010 memorandum titled, Civil 
Immigration Enforcement: Priorities for the Apprehension, Detention, and Removal of Aliens. 

Deportation of Parents of U.S. Citizen Children 

Question: How many parents of U.S. citizen minor children were removed from the United States by ICE in 

Fiscal Year 2013? 

ANSWER: While U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement GCE) does not report on parent removals by 
fiscal year, it docs report the number of removals by calendar year. In calendar year 2013, ICE conducted 
72,410 removals of individuals claiming to be the parent of a U.S. -born child. 
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In the first half of calendar year 2013, ICE conducted 39,410 removals of individuals claiming to be the parent 
of at least one U.S.-born child. Ninety-eight percent, 38,726, of these removals fell under one of ICE’s stated 
civil immigration enforcement priorities (i.e., convicted criminals, apprehended while unlawfully attempting to 
enter the United States, had previously been removed from the United States, or are an ICE fugitive by 
absconding after receiving a final order of removal or had failed to report to ICE after receiving notice to do so). 
Of the 6,137 removals without a criminal conviction, 64 percent, or 3,912, were apprehended at the border 
while attempting to unlawfully enter the United States, mid 89 percent clearly fell within one of ICE’s stated 
immigration enforcement priorities. 

In the second half of calendar yetu'2013, ICE conducted 33,000 removals of individuals claiming to be the 
parent of at least one U.S.-born child. As with the first half of 2013, ninety eight percent of the removals clearly 
met one or more of TCE’s stated civil immigration enforcement priorities listed above. Of the remaining 
removed aliens claiming to have at least one U.S.-born child who fell within one of ICE’s other stated priorities, 
59 percent were apprehended while or shortly after attempting to unlawfully enter the United Slates, and 9.8 
percent were repeat immigration violators. 

Over the past three years, there has been a steady decline in the number of removals of individuals claiming to 
be parents of U.S. citizen children. The numbers have dropped from 46,743 in the First Half of CY 2011 to 
33,000 in the Second Half of CY 2013. As outlined in the agency’s Civil Enforcement Priorities memo, ICE 
does not generally detain individuals who are the primary caretakers of children, unless the individual is legally 
subjected to mandatory detention based on the severity of their criminal or history or totality of their 
immigration case. ICE’s use of prosecutorial discretion has identified cases involving parents of U.S. citizens 
who merit a favorable exercise of discretion. In addition, the Parental Guidance Directive established 
guidelines to belter ensure that the agency’s enforcement activities do not unnecessarily disrupt parental rights. 
ICE works with individuals in removal proceedings to ensure they have meaningful opportunities to make 
important decisions regarding the care and custody of their children. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Bill Owens 

Jeh Johnson, Secretary, Department of Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Budget Request 
March 11,2014 


POE Infrastructure 


Question: What analysis has the Department of Homeland Security performed or considered that measures the 
economic costs of inadequately funded ports of entry along the northern border with Canada, our largest trading 
partner? It would be appreciated if you could share this analysis. 

ANSWER: While not having been directly engaged in any comprehensive analysis measuring economic 
impacts of inadequate Land Port of Entry (LPOE) funding, U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is 
acutely awjire of the direct correlation between the physical condition/opcrational utility of the inspection 
facilities we operate and the resulting throughput. Facilitating legitimate cross-border trade and travel is part of 
our agency’s mission, and we track a variety of indicators to monitor our performance, such as border wait 
times, number of conveyances and trade entries processed. Beyond these indicators, we seek participation and 
closely collaborate with other federal, state, and local agencies/municipalities on studies and research into 
border infrastructure impacts. Recent studies include the analysis of economic impacts of border wait times 
completed by the San Diego Association of Governments (xSANDAG) and California Department of 
Transportation (CalTrans) in June of 2005, which revealed that on the U.S. -Mexico border between California 
and Baja California, border waits result in more than 2 million trips lost, which may translate to the loss of 
about $120 million in revenues - mostly in the food and lodging sector. The total output loss was estimated at 
between $100 million and $230 million per year. 

Much of the LPOE inventory faces an increasing demand for additional processing capacity. The bulk of 
LPOEs were built to accommodate the legacy missions of the predecessor agencies and do not meet the present- 
day operational and security standards of CBP. Placing additional pressures on this aging infrastructure is the 
growth in commercial trade and travel resulting from the 1994 North American Free Trade Agreement, 
increasing security requirements after September 1 1 , 2001 , and the burgeoning demand for 24-hour operations. 
Many facilities constructed as recently as 15 to 20 years ago require significant modernization to address 
growing demands for additional capacity, new requirements for enforcement technologies, and the need to 
maximize the efficiency of existing personnel and resources. CBP’s Strategic Resource Assessments, 
completed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2007, estimated that it would take $6 billion to fully recapitalize the LPOE 
inventory. We have since received capital funding appropriations and completed the following LPOE projects 
on the northern border with Canada: 

• In FY 2010, we completed construction of the brand new Calais-International Avenue, Maine LPOE and 
delivered renovation/expansion projects at Massena, New York; Warroad, Minnesota; and Jackman, 
Maine. 

• In FY 201 1 , the full-scale expansion and modernization of the Blaine-Peace Arch, Washington LPOE 
was completed using funds appropriated to the U.S. General Services Administration (GSA), while CBP 
utilized its American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) appropriation to complete nine 
CBP-owned port expansion and replacement projects, including the following locations: Antler, North 
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Dakota; Carbury, North Dakota; Frontier, Washington; Hansboro, North Dakota; Noonan, Nortli 
Dakota; Sherwood, North Dakota; Westhope, North Dakota; and Wild Horse, Montana. 

• In FY 2012, CBP completed the following ARRA-funded projects: Bridgewater, Maine; Cannon 
Corners, New York; Churubusco, New York; Del Bonita, Montana; Easton, Maine; Hamlin, Maine; 
Hannah, North Dakota; Maida, North Dakota; Morgan, Montana; Neche, North Dakota; Saries, North 
Dakota; Nighthawk, Washington; Pinecreek, Minnesota; Pinnacle Road, Vermont; Pittsburg, New 
Hampshire; Scobey, Montana; and Walhalla, North Dakota. 

• In FY 2013, CBP completed the following port expansion and replacement projects using funds received 
through the ARRA program; Forest City, Maine; Whitlash, Montana; Portal, North Dakota; and 
Boundary, Washington. In addition, CBP and GSA completed a full replacement/modernization of the 
Van Buren, Maine LPOE. 


Trade Facilitation 


Question: What additional tools would DHS like to see the Congress provide in order to enable CBP and other 
federal agencies to continue to improve the facilitation of lawful trade and travel? 

ANSWER: Support for the Automated Commercial Environment (ACE) will ensure ongoing modernization of 
business processes essential to speeding the flow of legitimate shipments and interdicting illicit goods. Past 
Congressional support for the development of ACE capabilities has resulted in the deployment of Manifest, 
Cargo Release, Entry Summary and Exports capabilities that have streamlined business processes and will 
result in significant savings for U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and industry. The President’s Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2015 budget request of $141.1 million for ACE will .support continued development of 
ACE/International Trade Data System (ITDS) functionality that will enable ACE/ITDS to become the Single 
Window - the primary system through which the international trade community will report import and export 
data required by all Federal agencies. The Single Window provides e^lier visibility to shipment data, facilitates 
trade, and enhances the security, health, and safety of cargo. Full support of the FY 2015 budget request for 
ACE will enable CBP to continue delivering against the Agency’s plan for completing ACE/ITDS by December 
31, 2016, in accordance with Executive Order 13659, Streamlining the Export/Import Process for America’s 
Businesses. Completion of the Single Window will also advance the work of the Border Inter-Agency 
Executive Council, which was established by Executive Order 13659 and is charged with enhancing the 
efficiency of trade processes and border management policies by building on the automation enabled by ACE, 
thereby reducing the costs associated with moving goods in and out of the U.S. and facilitating the swift flow of 
legitimate trade. 

While recognizing the success in business process improvements and increase in U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection Officers (CBPO), the FY 2014 Workload Staffing Model (WSM) results continue to show a need for 
additional capability. The President’s budget request includes an increase for an additional 2,000 CBPOs funded 
through requested increased user fees. The proposed increase in user fees will fund these officers outside of the 
regular appropriations. 

These resources necessary to accomplish this mission have been outlined in CBP’s FY 2014 Resource 
Optimization Strategy report. With these proposed fee rate increases, CBP could potentially recover 99 percent 
of current lUF eligible costs and 83 percent of current COBR A/Express Consignment Carrier Fee (ECCF) 
eligible costs for customs inspectional activity in FY 2015. 

Infrastnicture Investment 


Question: Please provide me with a status update of the work of the Border Infrastructure Investment Task 
Force in terms of developing a regulatory framework to allow for an expanded role of public-private 
partnerships, and developing other mechanisms that enhance investment in border-crossing infrastructure. 
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ANSWER: U.S. Cusloms and Border Protection (CBP) has made considerable progress towards developing a 
regulatory framework and establishing mechanisms that enhance public-private partnership border 
infrastructure investment opportunities. For Fiscal Ye^" 2014, the Congress provided statutory authorities to 
augment the agency’s ability to leverage alternatives sources of funding for border infrastructure improvements 
and inspeclional service enhancements. 

Section 559 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-76) authorized CBP in collaboration with 
General Services Administration (GSA), to conduct a five year pilot program to enter into partnerships with 
private sector and Government entities. Specifically, Section 559 expands upon CBP’s existing authority to 
enter into reimbursable fee agreements and grants new authorities that allow CBP and GSA to accept donations 
of real or personal property (including monetary donations) or non-personal services. CBP recently announced 
the open period for submitting Section 559 reimbursable service proposals and is currently coordinating with 
GSA to establish donation evaluation procedures and criteria that it will make available to the public no later 
than the Congressional deadline of July 16, 2014. 

DHS/CBP Resource Allocation 


Question: Can you please explain to me your philosophy on balancing DHS resources generally, and CBP 
resources in particular, across all of our nations’ borders, in a way that accomplishes the interconnected mission 
of protecting our homeland while, at the same time, facilitating lawful international travel and trade? How do 
DHS budgetary decisions reflect your philosophy in this regard? 

ANSWER: In order to balance resources in a way that accomplishes the interconnected mission of protecting 
our homeland while facilitating lawful international travel and trade, U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) utilizes a strategic framework called Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Accountability (PPBA). 
PPBA is a coordinated and synchronized process that enables leadership to make informed, strategic decisions 
regarding how to best allocate future resources based on CBP’s missions and requirements. PPBA also relies on 
an awareness of present and future operational environment (e.g., evolving threat, changing economic 
conditions, etc.) to be taken into consideration. 

The PPBA process is a structured approach that ensures CBP’s mission of protecting our nation’s borders while 
l^cilitating lawful trade and travel is clearly articulated; programs and activities are aligned to identified goals 
and objectives supporting this mission; resources are appropriately allocated to realize these desired goals and 
objectives; and a robust performance measurement and program evaluation capability enables the assessment of 
the progress made in executing the Department of Homeland Security and CBP mission priorities. The initiative 
to continue to mature PPBA is led by the Office of Program Development, within the Office of the 
Commissioner, which is charged with the responsibility of institutionalizing PPBA within the CBP culture. 

In addition to the PPBA process, CBP has and is developing a variety of staffing and allocation models to 
inform staffing decisions within trade, agriculture, mission support, border security, and at the Ports of Entry. 
One example is the Office of Field Operations (OFO) Workload Staffing Model (WSM). 

The OFO WSM is the primary tool for informing staffing decisions at air, land, and sea Ports of Entry (POE). 

As such, it is the foundation for the second component of CBP’s integrated Resource Optimization Strategy. 

The WSM employs a rigorous, data-driven methodology to identify staffing requirements. It is composed of 
multiple elements - some fixed, others variable - that may be adjusted according to changing priorities, risks, 
and threats. The WSM considers all business processes required of CBP Officers, the workload associated with 
those business processes, and the true level of effort required to effectively carry out the mission daily. The 
WSM not only identifies the required personnel necessary to accomplish the critical daily mission, it also 
captures future staffing requirements for new or enhanced facilities and technology deployments. 

The WSM calculates the number of CBP Officers estimated to carry out the CBP mission at each air, land, and 
sea POE in the United States and at each pre-clearance location. The difference between the mode! results and 
the current staffing levels represents an indication of the extent to which individual POEs are facing staffing 
challenges. 
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Throughout the yearly resource allocation process, U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) engage in a focused, collaborative Department-level strategy and planning, and 
coordinates with similar Component-level functions, in order to support more effective DHS-wide decision- 
making and operations. Before decisions are made, CBP ensures that the DHS staff fully u understands the 
Agency’s ability to meet the mission at different funding levels. Despite the constraints in our current fiscal 
environment, the Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Accountability framework enables CBP to allocate 
resources to the most mission-critical priorities through the best mix of people, capital, and infrastructure given 
any funding level when making budgetai'y decisions. 
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Statement of the American {mmigration Lawyers Association 
Submitted to the Subcommittee on Homeiand Security of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the U.S. House of Representatives Hearing on the 
Department of Homeland Security FY 2015 Budget 

March IL 2014 

The American Immigration Lawyers Association (AILA) submits this statement to the 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security of the Committee on Appropriations. AILA is the national 
association of immigration lawyers established to promote justice and advocate for fair and 
reasonable immigration law and policy. AILA has more than 13,000 attorney and law professor 
members. 

This year, American taxpayers will spend over $2 billion to detain 34,000 immigrants per day — 
an arbitrarily-determined figure not based on the actual, demonstrated needs of immigration 
enforcement. The enactment in 2007 of what is often termed a bed quota has been read by some 
to require ICE not only to maintain those beds, but also to keep every bed filled. No other federal 
or local law enforcement agency is subject to a statutory detention quota. This perceived quota 
establishes a culture of imprisonment, essentially abandoning individualized assessments of risk 
that should be serving the goals of ensuring that noncitizens show up at hearings and comply 
with removal orders. In many cases, institutional detention is not necessary to meet these goals, 
yet beds are filled for the sake of filling beds, at great social cost and cost to taxpayers. 

AILA recommends the elimination of the detention bed quota contained in the President’s Fiscal 
Year 20 15 budget. The Department of Homeland Security’s (DMS) budget requests funding for 
30,539 detention beds, but only requests $94. 1 million for alternatives to detention (ATDs), even 
though the costliest ATDs can take custody of nearly 10 limes the number of people that a 
detention bed can hold for the same amount of taxpayer money. The balance between detention 
beds and ATDs should be shifted to allow for greater use of the latter and reduced use of the 
former. Also, ICE should have the flexibility to move funds between detention and ATDs in 
order to meet the agency's ever-changing needs. 

AILA has pushed for the elimination of the detention bed quota for many years. AILA members 
and our chapters are working at the local level to advocate for its elimination. While noncitizens 
in removal proceedings have the right to be represented by counsel at their own expense, many 
detention facilities are located in remote areas, making it difficult for detainees to obtain an 
attorney. On average, 84% of detained immigrants go through proceedings without legal 
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representation. The detention bed quota increases the number of people who must go through 
removal proceedings unrepresented. 

The federal government currently detains more immigrants in detention facilities than ever 
before. From FY 2000 - 2012, the number of immigrants detained annually has nearly trebled, 
growing from 167,000 to 478,000. The restraint of an individual’s liberty is one of the most 
consequential goveniment powers. No one should be deprived of their liberty except as a last 
resort. But every day, thousands of people— including asylum seekers and those with no criminal 
convictions-aie detained by ICE though they pose no flight risk or threat to public safety. 

Immigration detention is costly. The United States spends about $159 per day to detain one 
individual. Other proven and much more cost-effective ATD are available. ICE has a spectrum 
of supervision options, including community-based alternatives, bond, and GPS-enabled ankle 
monitors, which cost between 70 cents and $1 7 a day — a fraction of the cost of detention. These 
are the same tools used nationwide by local and state authorities to supervise individuals in their 
custody. 

ATD programs are critical to the lives of noncitizens in removal proceedings, many of whom 
would otherwise be separated from loved ones and isolated from community support, while 
being deprived of legal representation (over 80% of detained individuals are unrepresented). 
Community-based ATD programs should be established by law and funded by Congress. 

America needs a fair and humane immigrant enforcement system that prioritizes keeping 
families together and respects due proces.s. The detention bed quota does neither of those things 
while wasting taxpayer dollars. 


AiLA National OHice 
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Statement of the Institute of Makers of Explosives 
Submitted by 
Cynthia Hilton 
Executive Vice President 
chilton@ime.org 

For the Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
U.S. House of Representatives 

FY 2015 InfrastiTJCture Security Compliance Division (ISCD) Budget Request 
Interest of IME 


IME is the safety and security association of the commercial explosives industry. Commercial 
explosives underpin the economy and are essential to energy production, construction, demolition, 
and the manufacture of metal/mineral products. Explosives are transported and used in every state. 
The ability to manufacture, transport, distribute, and use these products safely and securely is critical 
to this industry. 

ISCD is standing up two programs that affect our membership - the Chemical Facility Anti- 
Terrorism Standards (CFATS) program and the proposed Ammonium Nitrate Security program 
(ANSP), Some of our members are regulated under CFATS, and all will be regulated under the 
ANSP. 

Ensuring the security of commercial explosives and precursor materials against unauthorized access 
and use has been a priority of IME members long before the events of 9/11. As proof of our 
success, less than 2% of destructive explosives devices used in bombings and attempted bombings 
in this country have contained commercial explosives. ' 

ISCD Issues 


CFATS'. Those in our industry affected by this program have been working hard to meet deadlines 
for submissions of so-called “top-screens”, site vulnerability assessments, and site security plans 
(SSP). Our focus has been on identifying and ensuring that we have the means to meet the 18 
specific risk-based performance standards (RBPS)^ required for final SSI’ approval. Despite our 
efforts, the program showed little evidence of progress. We believed a major factor in the delay was 
the lack of permanent authorization for the program. Now we know that ISCD’s lack of progress 
was a consequence of a number of internal management issues.^ Now leadership has been at work 
to implement reforms and gel the program back on track. Since none of the disclosures suggested 
that the legislative framework establishing CFATS is flawed, we are again working proactively to 


'Bomb Center Data, ATF, CY 2012. 

^ RBPS are particuiariy appropriate in a security context because they provide indmduai facilities the flexibility to address their unique security 
challenges. Using performance standards rather than prescriptive standards also helps to increase the overall security of the sector by varying 
the security practices used by different chemical facilities. Security measures that differ from facility to facility mean that each presents a new 
and unique problem for an adversary to solve. 

’ Management memorandum to Under Secretary Rand Beers from Penny Anderson, Director, and David Wulf, Deputy Director, 
iSCD, November 11, 2011. Preiiminary Observations on DUS Effortsto Assess Chemical Security Risk and Gather Feedback on Facility Outreach. 
GAO-13-412T, March 14, 2013. Effectiveness of the Infrastructure Security Compliance ^vision's Management Practices to Implement the 
Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism Standards Program. DHS-OIG, March 2013, http://www.oig-dhs.gov/3Ssets/Mgmt/2013/OIG 13- 
55 Marl3.pdf . 



192 


2 

authorize the program.'* In the meantime, we rely on the efforts of this Subcommittee to be both the 
appropriator and authorizer for this program. 

While we applaud the commitment of ISCD’s new leadership to address a host of issues, ISCD has 
overstepped the role and responsibility Congress gave it in one critical area - personnel surety. 
.Personnel surety is one of the 1 8 RSPS, but it is the only one that ISCD is attempting to dietate how 
that standard is satisfied. While such dictate it contrary to the statutory authority for the program, 
ISCD’s establishment of a standalone, redundant vetting scheme presents a host of other serious 
issues. Most concerning is ISCD’s determination to provide it with “situational awareness’’ when 
there is a positive match at a chemical facility. However, ISCD has no authority or ability to 
investigate a chemical terrorist threat. ISCD also lacks the capacity to identify individuals with 
terrorist ties. For this, it plans to rely on the services of TSA. ISCD’s personal surety program 
(PSP) provides no incremental security benefit to the government and may degrade security at 
regulated facilities because no information is shared that would allow a facility to deny access to at- 
risk individuals. The result of this mission creep is wasted human and financial capital. We cannot 
emphasize too strongly that this is not the time to entrust ISCD with implementation of its costly, 
duplicative PSP. 

Last year, this Subcommittee captured perfectly the concerns of the regulated community when it 
said. 

First, industry continues to assert that DHS should not mandate how a covered chemical 
facility meets the personnel surety standard, if the facility has already adopted strong and 
identifiable personnel measures designed to verify and validate identity, check criminal 
history, verify and validate legal authorization to work, and identify individuals with 
terrorist ties by utilizing a Federal vetting program. Second, as the new screening 
program is currently designed, a facility still may not be notified if a person has been 
identified in the TSDB. While the Committee understands the need to protect ongoing 
investigations, the liability concerns of allowing a person in the TSDB into a chemical 
facility continues to concern the Committee and industry stakeholders. Third, the 
Committee remains concerned that DHS is not leveraging the existing infrastructure 
within DHS and industry, as it would still require facilities to provide identifying 
information even for employees or visitors who have a TWIC card or another credential 
that is issued only following screening against the TSDB.' 

We wish we could say that ISCD accepted your guidance and made necessary reforms to its PSP 
proposal. Regrettably, on February 3, 2014, ISCD submitted its PSP proposal to OMB for final 
approval unchanged with respect to these concerns.^ We are grateful that, included in the FY 
2014 Omnibus Appropriations Act, is a requirement for ISCD to report to Congress on these 
issues, steps it is taking to avoid costly duplication of programs, and whether it intends to 
mandate how a covered chemical facility meets the personnel surety standard, “particularly in 
cases where the facility has already adopted strong and identifiable personnel measures designed 
to verify identity, check criminal history, validate legal authorization to work, and identify 
individuals with teiTorist ties,’’^ This report is due April 15, 2014. 


As the Subcommittee is aware, efforts are currently underwayto authorize CFATS. This legislation, HR 4007, was reported from the 
Subcommittee on April 3, 2014 and is expected to be marked up by the full Homeland Security Committee within the month. 

^ H.Rept. 113-91, page 85. 

http://www.gpQ.eQv/fdsvs/okg/FR-2014-02-03/pdf/2014-02082.pdf . 

^ Joint Expianatory Statement for the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014, Division D-F, page 216 of the PDF. 
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Like the Subcommittee, we are anxious to review the ISCS report. In the meantime, we 
understand that Rep. Charlie Dent has offered the following text for inclusion in the 
Subcommittee’s base bill: 

Section X. None of the funds made available by this Act may he used to require a facility to 
employ or to not employ a particular security measure for personnel surety if the facility has 
adopted personnel measures designed to — 

(1) verify and validate individuals’ identification; 

(2) check individuals ' criminal history; 

(3) verify and validate individuals ' legal authorization to work; and 

(4) identify people with terrorist ties; 

Provided, That a facility may satisfy its obligation under subsection (4) by utilizing any 
Federal screening program that periodically vets individuals against the terrorist screening 
database, or any successor, including the Department of Homeland Security Personnel 
Surety Program. 

We strongly support this language, which, we understand, will be cleared by the authorizing 
committees. As you consider FY 2015 appropriations for this agency, we ask the Subcommittee 
to once again accept the Dent amendment or otherwise bar ISCD from using any funds to 
implement its proposed PSP until the authorizing committees have addressed stakeholder 
concerns . Chemical facilities should be allowed to satisfy the personal surety requirements of 
REPS 12 by accepting evidence that individuals seeking access to restricted areas are 
appropriately vetted by existing federal background check programs that are at least equivalent 
to the CFATS standards. Additionally, individuals needing this access should be allowed to 
apply for and be vetted under these existing programs. These accommodations would save 
federal and private sector resources without any diminution in security. 

ANSP: ISCD is also responsible for implementing the ANSP. The November 201 1 
management memo includes sections relevant to this program. The proposed ANSP program, 
even more than CFATS, directly affects 1MB members,* As unbelievable as it may seem, ISCD 
has proposed to institute a stove-piped, separate, unique chain-of-custody vetting program for 
those handling AN.’ All of the criticisms that have been raised about the PSP under CFATS 
could be repeated here and more. The ANSP vetting proposal would require advance 
registration followed by a simultaneous face-to-face exchange of government issued credentials 
and on-line verification of the registration between individuals engaged in the transfer of AN. 

This regulatory interpretation of the scope of individuals subject to registration and subsequent 
vetting oversteps statutory authority authorizing the ANSP.'° The plain language of the statute 
restricts the registration and vetting requirements to those transferring ownership and possession. 
With this understanding, individuals engaged in the transportation of AN would not be covered, 
nor would individuals at facilities that do not have decision-making authority to direct the 
commerce of this product. We are happy to report that legislation advancing in the House 
Homeland Security Committee, HR 4007, includes a section that will exempt those engaged in 
the transportation of AN from registration and vetting under the ANSP, as the security vetting of 
those individuals is handled by the Transportation Security Administration, and will limit vetting 


® AN constitutes 90 percent of explosives by weight. Currentiy. we estimate that the explosives industry uses over 2 million metric tons of 
TGAN (technical grade AN) annually, about 75 percent of the total AN consumed in the U.S. Almost all TGAN is stored, transported, and used in 
bulk. The smallest unit of sale in the U.S. is 1-ton "super sacks," not man-portabfe bags. Eighty percent of the AN received fay our members is 
delivered by railcar (5% by barge and 15% by truck}. For safety reasons, we estimate that 85 percent or more of AN is delivered directly to the 
end user where it is converted into explosive materiaf. Of the IS percent of AN prill that is manufactured into an explosive prior to delivery to 
the end user, about 90 percent is manufactured as "ANFO." 

® 76 FR 46908 (August 3, 2011). 

6 U-S.C 488. 
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under the ANSP to those individuals who both possess and transfer ownership of AN. As with 
CFATS. ISCD should allow individuals who possess and transfer ownership of AN to satisfy the 
vetting requirements of the ANSP through other equivalent federal security vetting programs, 
such as the vetting program administered by Bureau of Alcohol. Tobacco. Firearms, and 
F.XDlosives for those that possess commercial explosives . 

Again, we appreciate the call of this Subcommittee for DHS to review the ISCD’s 
implementation of the ANSP and report to Congress on the state of its implementation, and 
collaboration and communication within ISCD and between ISCD and the regulated 
community." This report is due April 17, 2014. We are anxious to review this report since 
there has been no direct outreach to IME. While we wait for this report, it is important to note 
that AN is a stable, relatively benign substance when it is managed properly - and the proper 
management of AN is simple, well understood, and easily accomplished. AN must be stored in 
non-combustible bins, isolated from potential contaminants, and protected from substantial and 
sustained heat sources (e.g., fire) and shock. Where these simple tenets are followed, the risks 
associated with AN are negligible if not nonexistent. The relative stability and safety of this 
product is what drove the explosives industry to migrate away from nitroglycerin-based to AN- 
based explosives. While this best practice has save lives in our industry, regrettably, the same 
standard of care has not been followed by other users. This month, the Nation faces the one-year 
anniversary of the tragic loss of life and property in West, TX from the accidental explosion of 
improperly stored AN. This event has led some to call for immediate implementation of the 
proposed ANSP, suggesting that the rule would help prevent accidents involving AN such as tliat 
in West, TX. This proposition is without merit. The ANSP is a security program, not a safety 
program. Promulgation of the rule, even if the flaws currently in the proposal are remedied, will 
do nothing to enhance existing safety regulations or correct unsound handling practices at 
facilities storing AN. 

Conclusion 


We are most grateful for this Subcommittee’s strong oversight of the CFATS and ANSP 
programs, and we ask that you continue this close watch in FY 2015. The commercial 
explosives industry has a long history of attention to the safety and security of the products that 
we produce. We look for opportunities to partner with DHS and ISCD to address shared 
concerns. On the matter of personnel vetting in both the CFATS and ANSP programs, we regret 
that ISCD has not yet been responsive to our suggestions to leverage existing equivalent federal 
programs to accomplish this task. The path ISCD has chosen with regard to vetting individuals 
with access needs is at odds with Executive Order 13563, and Homeland Security Presidential 
Directives 6 and 11, and the cost to American taxpayers, industry and the govermnent to stand up 
redundant vetting programs has not been justified. 

Thank you for your attention to these concerns. 

April 9,2014 


H.Rcpt. 113-91, pages 86-87, 
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Written Testimony by Arturo Vargas 
Executive Director, NALBO Educational Fund 
to the Homeland Security Subcommittee 
of the House Appropriations Committee 
April 9, 2014 

Chairman Carter, Ranking Member Price, and members of the Subcommittee: ITiank 
you for the opportunity to submit this testimony on Fiscal Year 2015 appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security. The NALEO Educational Fund is the leading 
national organization that facilitates full Latino participation in the American political 
process, from citizenship to public serv'ice. Our constituency encompasses the more 
than 6,000 Latino elected and appointed officials nationwide, and includes Republicans, 
Democrats, and Independents. We have long been at the forefront of efforts to promote 
naturalization among the millions of Latinos now eligible for U.S. citizenship. For 
more than 25 years, we have educated Latino legal permanent residents about the 
opportunities that naturalization affords, and provided them with access to critical 
application assistance services. 

The NALEO Educational Fund urges this Subcommittee to recommend appropriations 
of $10,000,000 in discretionary fiinds, an amount consistent with requests made and 
funds authorized in recent years, for the U.S. Citizenship and Integration Grant Program 
at U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS). ITiese funds will provide 
English and civics education and legal assistance to the more than 8.5 million legal 
permanent residents who are currently eligible for naturalization, to help them realize 
their dream ofU.S. citizenship and ensure the full integration of immigrants into our 
society. 

The Citizenship and Integration Grant Program is a competitive grant opportunity for 
public or non-profit organizations that promote immigrant civic integration and prepare 
permanent residents for citizenship. Over the course of its first five years, this initiative 
has provided just over $33 million to 144 organizations and sites in 33 stales and the 
District of Columbia. By the end of the present grant cycle, these funds will have been 
used to assist nearly 100,000 legal pennanent residents to integrate and pursue 
American citizenship, an extraordinary reach for such a modest investment that 
promises to pay significant dividends. 

Integrating immigrants makes us a stronger and more prosperous democracy as 
individuals who improve their English, gain knowledge of American civics and 
naturalize become better informed and able to help build our communities and 
economy. When immigrants learn English, for example, their incomes quadruple on 
average, producing concomitant increases in tax payments and spending that spur the 
economy. Immigrants who study U.S. history and government are better equipped to 
be active agents of community development, to build relationships with their neighbors 
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and colleagues, and become social and private sector entrepreneurs. When they naturalize, new 
Americans expand the pool of talent available to fill some of the most important Jobs in our 
nation, including elected office.s. Naturalized citizens are active parricipanls in governance: 
naturalized Latinos and Asian Americans currently vote at higher rates than their native-born 
counterparts. In short, encouraging and assisting immigrants to become Americans is an 
effective and productive investment of taxpayers' dollai'.s. 

In recognition of these benefits to the country. Congress has repeatedly allocated discretionary 
funding to this Program beginning in Fiscal Yew 2009. In Fiscal Year 2012 only, there was no 
di.scretionary funding for inte^ation promotion activities, but USCiS was instead given autliority 
to underwrite grants with funds fixjm its Examinations Fee Account. As a result, USCIS scaled 
hack its grant program dramatically. The Continuing Resolution for the second half of Fiscal 
Year 2013 allocated 52,500,000 in discretionary funds to the integration grants program, and 
authorized expenditure of an additional $7,500,000 from the B.xaminations Fee Account. Ihc 
Continuing Resolution under which the government is presently operating, covering .lanuary 
IhroLigh September 2014, has done the same. 

The more and the lon^r (JSCIS is required to draw on the Examinations Fee Account to pay for 
its critical work to speed integration and make naturalization more acce.ssible, the greater the 
pressures on that Account become, and the more likely it is that the agency will be forced to 
choose between raising application fees and terminating its citizenship and integration vvork. 
Either of these tw'o undesirable alteniatives w'ould undermine the best interests of the country 
and Congress’s commitment to promoting U.5. citizenship. Creating conditions that lead to an 
increase in application fees w'ould have the perverse effect of counteracting ail of the Office of 
Citizcfiship’s cll’orts by making naturalization more expensive and less accessible. 

Moreover, as .set forth in Section 286(m) of the ImniigrationandNationaJity Act(8U.S.C. § 1356(m)). 
aclministralivc application fees arc to be scl at the level necessary to support only the direct costs 
of providing adjudication seivices, administering naturalization ceremonies, and managing 
USCIS’s finances. Congress did not intend for immigi’ants to be surcharged for the costs of 
soeially*beneficial pi-ograim. like Citizenship and Integration Grants, that do not constitute direct 
application adjudication expenses. Instead, this important initiative that helps communities 
throughout the nation deserves discretionary support. 

We further urge you to recommend re|X)rt language that acknowledges the benefits to the country 
of naturalization, and our special interest in keeping the naturalization procu.s.s affordab le. 

Though naturalization is a boon to the United Slates, the cost to file an application for citizenship 
ha.s risen by 400%. controlling for inflation, since 1995, pushing the process beyond the realm of 
possibility for many. During recent reviews of its fee structure, however, USCIS has avoided 
further incrca.sing the cost of naturalization, in response to the strong interest expressed by the 
President and Congress through Ihc appropriations process in maintaining the accessibility of 
naturalization. 

We ask you to join us in advocating inclusion in the Committee’s report on the Department of 
Homeland Security .Appropriations Act of a statement such a.s “It i.s in our country’s best interest 
to encourage and assist individuals who arc eligible and eager to become citizens to apply for 
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citizenship and to undersland the ri^ts and responsibilities of .American citizenship. The 
Committee urges USCTS to recognize the benefit that naturalization confers on our nation by 
maintaining naturalization fera at an affordable level.” 

llie N ALHO Educational bund looks forward to working with the members of this 
Subcommittee and colleagues on flic fiiH Appropriations Committee to express our shared 
conviction in the importance of naturalization to our nation’s future, and in the social and 
economic boost that increa.sed and more active citizen.ship confers. 
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Wednesday, March 12 , 2014. 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 
WITNESS 

ADMIRAL ROBERT J. PAPP, JR., COMMANDANT, UNITED STATES 
COAST GUARD 


Opening Statement: Mr. Carter 

Mr. Carter. All right. This subcommittee will come to order. 
Today we will have a conversation with the Coast Guard. 

Admiral, thanks for testifying before us today. As you prepare to 
retire from the United States Coast Guard this May, no one can 
doubt your dedication to the service, nor that Active Duty military 
civilians that you command honor and respect you. Thank you for 
your service, and thank you for being with us with what could be 
your last time to appear before this committee. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. We have personally enjoyed very much working 
with you. And we wish you, as they say, fair winds and following 
seas. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. So that your retirement may be a joy to you. 

But before we wish you these greetings, it is time for us to talk 
about this budget request. 

The budget request for this fiscal year is a proposal that, one, 
cuts almost 750 Active Duty full-time positions; decommissions 2 
high-endurance cutters, 8 patrol boats and numerous air assets; re- 
duces operational flight hours and cutter hours; and squanders $30 
million in savings per year by dragging out the acquisition of the 
Fast Response Cutters. Instead of supporting frontline operations 
or maintaining and supporting mission requirements, this budget 
submission severely diminishes current and near-term as well as 
future capabilities. 

Admiral, this budget is one that we cannot accept. We fully un- 
derstand the challenge you face in balancing a shrinking budget 
while also trying to take care of Coast Guard families, sustaining 
operations with aging assets, and recapitalizing for the future. This 
is no small task in today’s fiscal environment, but the Congress 
and this Subcommittee in particular has never supported a plan 
that so bluntly guts operational capabilities and that so clearly in- 
creases our Nation’s vulnerability to maritime risk, including more 
illegal drugs. 

Admiral, we know you have a tough job. That is precisely why 
we are relying on you to explain how this budget meets our Na- 
tion’s needs for both fiscal discipline and robust security, and, per- 
haps more importantly, how it doesn’t. 

( 199 ) 
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Before I turn to the Admiral for his statement, let me recognize 
my distinguished Ranking Member for any remarks that he may 
have. Mr. Price. 

[The information follows:] 



201 


The Honorable John Carter 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 

Coast Guard FY 2015 Budget Request 

Witness: 

Admiral Robert Papp, Commandant 
10:00 AM I Wednesday | March 12, 2014 | 2362-A RHOB 
Opening Statement As Prepared 


Subcommittee will come to order - 

Admiral, thank you testifying before us today. As you prepare to retire from the Coast Guard this 
May, no one can doubt your dedication to service. . .or that of the active duty military and civilians 
that you command. Thank you for your service.. . and for what is likely your last appearance 
before this Subcommittee. 

But, before we wish you fair winds and following seas, we must address your budget request for 
this fiscal year . . ..a proposal that: 

> Cuts almost 750 active duty full time positions; 

> Decommissions two High Endurance Cutters, eight patrol boats and numerous air assets; 

> Reduces operational flight hours and cutter hours; and 

> Squanders $30 million dollars in savings per year by dragging out the acquisition of the 
Fast Response Cutters. 

So, instead of supporting frontline operations or supporting mission requirements, this budget 
submission severely diminishes current, near-term, and future capabilities. 

Admiral, this is a budget that we cannot accept. We fully understand the challenge you faced in 
balancing a shrinking budget while also trying to take care of Coast Guard 

families, sustaining operations with aging assets, and recapitalizing for the future, This is no small 
task in today’s fiscal environment. 

But the Congress - and this Subcommittee in particular - has never supported a plan that so 
bluntly guts operational capabilities„,and that so clearly increases our Nation's vulnerability to 
maritime risks, including more illegal drugs. 

Admiral, we know you have a tough job - that is precisely why we are relying upon you to 
explain how this budget meets our Nation’s needs for both fiscal discipline and robust security - 
and perhaps more importantly, how it doesn’t. 

Before I turn to the Admiral for his statement, let me first recognize the distinguished Ranking 
Member for any remarks he wishes to make. 
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Opening Statement: Mr. Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, let me add my word of welcome. We are glad to have 
you before the subcommittee today to discuss the Coast Guard 
budget request for fiscal 2015. And we know this may well be your 
last appearance, at least in this format, before this subcommittee, 
so I want to add my thanks for your service. You have rendered 
first-rate service, and you have certainly been a pleasure to work 
with as we have gone through numerous funding and policy issues 
over these recent years, so your service is exemplary to the Coast 
Guard, to our Department of Homeland Security and to the Nation. 

Your budget request is for $8.1 billion in discretionary funding. 
That is a cut of $364 million, as you know, or 4.5 percent from your 
current year appropriation. The proposed funding level does im- 
prove on last year’s request, but it is still far below what is needed, 
and I suspect you may feel the same way. 

In addition, we have still not received the 5-year Capital Invest- 
ment Plan, which is supposed to be submitted along with the budg- 
et request. This late submission of the CIP has become a perennial 
problem, and it appears to reflect a continuing mismatch of expec- 
tations between the Coast Guard and the administration regarding 
the Coast Guard’s future. 

Admiral, I suspect you have done your due diligence on the CIP, 
but to those who are here representing the White House and 0MB, 
we cannot continue this game of underresourced budget requests 
that requires to divert funding from other parts of the bill to make 
the Coast Guard acquisition budget reasonable. 

And I say that as someone who is sympathetic with the adminis- 
tration’s larger dilemma in terms of the occasions that — the things 
we have been through in budgeting in recent years with sequestra- 
tion, with shutdowns, with these unreasonable appropriations cuts 
again and again. This has left the administration with a lot fewer 
options than it should have. At the same time, for the Coast Guard 
to bear the brunt of this, or to bear such a disproportionate share 
of this, I think, can’t go on. We have really got to do better, and 
so our subcommittee is going to be tasked with doing better both 
on the acquisitions side and on the personnel side. 

The acquisition budgets are long-term propositions; they require 
long-term budgeting. We can’t have a reasonable discussion this 
morning about recapitalizing the Coast Guard fleet without the 
CIP. There is no excuse for withholding, the administration with- 
holding, the 5-year budget for Coast Guard acquisition until after 
the Coast Guard hearing. 

Now, we have withheld $75 million from the Coast Guard Head- 
quarters budget until the CIP is submitted, but that is apparently 
not applying leverage in the right place. The underlying problem 
is that the Coast Guard’s mission needs as they are currently de- 
fined are not supported by the acquisition budgets the Coast Guard 
is allowed to put forward. Either the budget requests need to in- 
crease, or the missions needs to be rescoped. We need to resolve 
that disconnect sooner rather than later. 

The fiscal 2015 request for acquisition, construction and improve- 
ments is $291.4 million, or 21 percent below the fiscal 2014 level. 
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Compared to fiscal 2010, the proposed fiscal 2015 funding level 
would represent a nearly 30 percent reduction in ACT funding. 

Admiral, you said before that in order to properly recapitalize the 
Coast Guard fleet, you would require at least $1.5 billion a year, 
yet here we sit again with a request that obviously does not ad- 
dress the known needs of the Coast Guard. 

In addition to recycling a flawed acquisitions budget, this budget 
request repeats another proposal from last year to significantly re- 
duce the Coast Guard workforce. Under the fiscal 2015 budget re- 
quest, you would be down to 49,093 positions by the end of the fis- 
cal year. That is a reduction of nearly 1,200 positions below fiscal 
2013, more than 800 positions below the current year. Perhaps the 
proposed attrition is justified by the more efficient use of personnel 
and assets, but we want to know that. We want to know how these 
personnel losses would affect your operational capacity. 

Admiral, we know the Coast Guard is committed to doing its part 
to find savings in these lean budget times. We also know you are 
committed to ensuring that the Coast Guard is able to do more 
with less. But the Coast Guard has a critical set of missions that 
require a certain level of resources. We need to know if fiscal pres- 
sures have up-ended the balance between them. 

As you can see, we have a number of topics that need to be ex- 
plored in depth this morning. I look forward to our discussion. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, David. 

[The information follows:] 
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Committee on Appropriations 

David Price (D-NC), Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

EMBARGOED UNTIL DELIVERY (Approx. 1 0:00 AM) Media Contact: Andrew High 

Wednesday, March !2, 2014 202-225-1784, andrew.high@mai]. house. gov 

Opening Statement of Ranking Member David Price 

Coast Guard FY201S Budget Hearing 
March 12, 2014/10:00 am 

Admiral Papp, we are glad to have you before the subcommittee today to discuss the Coast Guard’s 
budget request for fiscal year 2015. And because this is your last appearance before the subcommittee to testify 
in support of the Coast Guard’s budget as Commandant, I want to take the opportunity to thank you for your 
serv'ice: to the Coast Guard, the Department of Homeland Security, and the nation. 

The Coast Guard budget request is for $8.1 billion in discretionary funding, a cut of $364.1 million, or 
4.5 percent, from the current year appropriation. 

This proposed funding level improves on last year’s request, but it still far below what is needed, and I 
suspect you may feel the same way. In addition, we have still not received the five-year Capital Investment 
.'Ian, whieh is supposed to be submitted along with the budget request. The late submission of the CIP has 
become a perennial problem, and appears to reflect a continuing mismatch of expectations between the Coast 
Guard and the Administration regarding the Coast Guard’s future. 

Admiral, I suspect you have done your due diligence on the CIP, but to those who are here representing 
the White House and 0MB, we cannot continue this game of under-resourced budget requests that require us to 
divert funding from other parts of the bill to make the Coast Guard acquisition budget reasonable. 

Acquisition programs for vessels and aircraft are long term propositions that require long-term 
budgeting. How can we have a reasonable discussion this morning about recapitalizing the Coast Guard fleet 
without the current CIP? There is simply no excuse for the Administration withholding the 5-year budget for 
Coast Guard acquisition until after our Coast Guard hearing. 

Wc have withheld $75 million from the Coast Guard headquarters budget until the CIP is submitted, but 
that is apparently not applying leverage in the right place. 

The underlying problem is that the Coast Guard’s mission needs, as they are currently defined, are not 
supported by the acquisition budgets the Coast Guard is allowed to put forward. Either the budget requests 
need to increase, or the missions need to be re-scoped. We need to resolve that disconnect sooner, rather than 



later. 
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The FY 2015 request for the Acquisition, Construction and Improvements is $291.4 million, or 21.2 
percent, below the FY 2014 level. Compared to FY 2010, the proposed FY 2015 funding level would represent 
a nearly 30 percent reduction in ACl funding. Admiral, you have said before, that in order to properly 
recapitalize the Coast Guard fleet you would require at least $1.5 billion a year. Yet here we sit again, with a 
request that obviously does not address the known needs of the Coast Guard. 

In addition to reeyeling a flawed acquisitions budget, this budget request repeats another proposal from 
last year, to significantly reduce the Coast Guard workforce. Under the FY 20 1 5 budget request, you would be 
down to 49,093 positions by the end of the fiscal year, a reduction of nearly 1 ,200 positions below the end of 
FY 2013, and more than 800 positions below the current year. Perhaps the proposed attrition is justified by the 
more effieient use of personnel and assets, but we will want to know how such personnel loses would affect 
your operational capacity. 

Admiral Papp, we know the Coast Guard is committed to doing its part to find savings in these lean 
budget times, and we also know that you are committed to ensuring that the Coast Guard is able to do more with 
less. But the Coast Guard has an importcuit set of missions that require a certain level of resources. We need to 
know if fiscal pressures have upended the balance between them. 

As you can see, we have a number of topics that need to be explored in depth this morning and I look 
forward to our discussion. 

### 
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Mr. Carter. And, Admiral, we have your written statement, and 
we are going to have that entered into the record, and we ask you 
in the next 5 minutes to give us a summation of your position on 
this budget. 


Opening Statement: Admiral Papp 

Admiral Papp. All right. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do 
have just a few comments and thoughts to expand upon some of 
the details in the written statement. And first of all, let me thank 
you for the very kind remarks, and to Mr. Price as well for your 
kind remarks, and outlining all the challenges that we face. And 
to the other distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you 
for having me up here this morning. 

It has been an honor for me and a privilege to represent the men 
and women of the Coast Guard for the last 4 years, and in par- 
ticular before this subcommittee, because you have done something 
that is near and dear to my heart. You have provided support for 
my Coast Guard people, and I will be eternally indebted to all of 
you for the hard work that you have done behind the scenes to 
make sure that our Coast Guard people are taken care of 

I want to thank you also for the support that you provided in the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2014. That act helped to relieve 
the erosive effects that we were suffering under sequestration. It 
restores frontline operations, it gives us badly needed training 
hours, and it eases some of the personnel management restrictions 
that we had to place on our people over the last year. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to thank Secretary 
Johnson publicly. Even in the short time he has been our Sec- 
retary, he has gone in feet first, hit the deck running, and I think, 
as you probably saw yesterday, he has fought for the Coast Guard 
to make sure that our people get the right tools and that we con- 
tinue with our recapitalization, and that battle will continue. And 
it has to, because America is a maritime Nation. We rely on the 
safe and secure and free flow of goods across the seas and into our 
ports and waterways. And I have always firmly believed that a 
measure of a nation’s greatness is its ability to provide safe and se- 
cure approaches to its ports. And we need this system of uninter- 
rupted trade, because it is the lifeblood of our economy. 

And you can see it in the great work that our Coast Guard is 
doing today on the Great Lakes, where our cutters have been work- 
ing in some of the heaviest ice in 30 years on the lakes. The ice- 
breaker Mackinaw recently completed almost 2 straight months of 
continuous icebreaking in the passages of the Great Lakes, pro- 
viding escorts and direct assistance to commercial traffic, and vali- 
dating a decision made by Congress 15 years ago to build that ice- 
breaker. 

You can also see it in the work that we do to secure our maritime 
borders. During 2013, the Coast Guard interdicted over 2,000 mi- 
grants attempting to illegally enter our country, and we deterred 
countless others. Our new Fast Response Cutters, the FRCs, which 
you had so generously supported, are becoming the workhorses of 
our interdiction operations in the approaches to Florida and Puerto 
Rico, and they continue to be delivered on time and on budget. 
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Every day our Coast Guard acts to both prevent and respond to 
an array of threats that, if left unchecked, would impede trade, 
weaken our economy, and create instability. And these threats dis- 
rupt regional and global security, the economies of our partner na- 
tions, and access to both resources and international trade. All 
these are vital elements of our national prosperity and in turn, 
then, our national security. 

In previous testimony I used the term “layered security” to de- 
scribe the way the Coast Guard and DHS counters maritime 
threats facing the United States. This layered security first begins 
in foreign ports and then spans the high seas, because the best 
place to counter a threat is before it reaches our borders. It then 
encompasses our exclusive economic zone, the largest exclusive eco- 
nomic zone at 4.5 million square miles, and it continues into our 
territorial seas, our ports and our inland waters. 

Our Nation faces a range of risks and vulnerabilities that con- 
tinue to grow and evolve. We continue to see persistent efforts by 
terrorists and transnational criminal networks to exploit the mari- 
time environment. The global economy is spurring investment in 
even larger vessels to ship goods across the seas, and the Arctic is 
seeing exponential increases in traffic and human activity. 

The work to address these challenges is done by a committed 
Coast Guard, which faces these risks every day. Earlier this year 
I was reminded once again of the dangerous work that my people 
do as Deputy Secretary Mayorkas and I attended a memorial serv- 
ice for Boatswain’s Mate Third Class Travis Obendorf of the cutter 
Waesche. Petty Officer Obendorf was mortally wounded during a 
rescue operation in the Bering Sea, and his death, as if I didn’t 
need it, provided a fresh reminder that downstream of every deci- 
sion we make down here in Washington, there are young men and 
women out there serving, who are often cold, wet and tired, who 
take the risks to make sure our country is secure. 

It is the Coast Guard’s responsibility to detect and interdict con- 
traband and illegal drug traffic, enforce U.S. immigration laws, 
protect valuable national resources, and counter threats to U.S. 
maritime and economic security worldwide, and it is often the most 
effective to do this as far as from our shores as possible. So a capa- 
ble offshore fleet of cutters is critical to the layered security ap- 
proach, and it is the area that gives me the most concern. 

Our fleet of major cutters has reached obsolescence and is becom- 
ing increasingly expensive to maintain. The average Reliance-class 
medium endurance cutter is 46 years old, and the oldest of them 
turns 50 this year. In fact, I sailed onboard one of these cutters, 
the Valiant, then home-ported out of Galveston, Texas, as a cadet 
at the Coast Guard Academy. By the time I received my commis- 
sion, the ship was nearly a decade old, and due solely to the deter- 
mination of our cuttermen, naval engineers, and a modernized mis- 
sion support system. Valiant will still be sailing when I leave the 
service after nearly 40 years of service. 

So as good as our people and support systems are, this is no 
longer supportable. And I am fully aware of the fiscal constraints 
we face as a Nation, but we must continue to support recapitaliza- 
tion of our offshore fleet of cutters. 
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Two weeks ago we awarded the preliminary contract design con- 
tracts for our offshore patrol cutter, and I am committed to work- 
ing with the Department, the administration and you in the Con- 
gress to ensure we continue to provide safe and secure approaches 
to our ports in an affordable and sustainable manner. 

Over the past 10 years, we have rebuilt our acquisition force. It 
has become a model for other similar-sized agencies across govern- 
ment. In fact, it has been an award-winning acquisition for us, win- 
ning four of five awards from the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity. This last year we are the only military, the first military serv- 
ice, to achieve a clean financial audit, which required at least a 
decade of hard work from my people. 

So we now sit at a critical point where we have the vital neces- 
sity to recapitalize the fleet, we have our financial act in order, and 
we have reformed all our acquisition procedures to be the best in 
government. All we need now to continue on is stable and predict- 
able funding. Any acquisition expert will tell you you have to have 
this stable and predictable funding. 

So as the Nation’s maritime governance force, the Coast Guard 
possesses unique authorities, capabilities and partnerships, coupled 
with capable cutters, aircraft and boats operated by highly pro- 
ficient and dedicated personnel. We maximize those authorities and 
capabilities to execute a layered security throughout the entire 
maritime domain. We are a ready force on continuous watch with 
the proven ability to surge assets and our people to crisis events 
wherever they occur. 

So I want to thank you once again for this opportunity to testify 
today, and I look forward to all your questions. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. Admiral. 

[The information follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 


Good morning Mr. Chairman and dfetinguished members of tlie Committee. Thank you for the 
continuing support you have shown to the men and women of the United States Coast Guard, 
including the fonding provided in the Comolidaled Appropriations Act 2014, to recapitalize our 
aging fleet and sustain front-line operatbns. 

The men and women of the United States Coast Guard continue to exhibit the honor, respect, and 
devotion to duty that secures the Coast Guard as the Natbn’s maritime first responder. For 223 
years, the Coast Guard’s unique authorities, cutters, boats, aircraft, infrastructure, and dedicated 
personnel have ensured that the Natfon’s safety, security, and stewardship needs are met. No 
matter what the cliallenge, the Coast Guard will remam Semper Faratus - “Always Ready” - and 
provide sound maritime governance to protect those on the sea, protect the Natfon fi'om threats 
delivered by the sea, and protect the sea itself 

Before discussing the Coast Guard’s FY 2015 Budget Request, 1 would like to highli^t some of 
the Coast Guard’s recent operatbnal successes, our role in the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS), and our value to the Natbn. 

In performing all of our missbns, in all manner of conditbns, Coast Guard Active Duty, 
Reserve, Civilian and Auxiliarists dedicate themselves to living the Coast Guard ethos: I will 
protect them I will defend them. 1 will save them. 1 am their shield. Thfe past year was no 
exceptbn. The Coast Guard responded to over 17,000 search-and-rescue cases and saved more 
than 3,200 lives; seized over 88.4 metre tons of cocabe aral 36.8 metric tons of marijuana 
destined for the United States; detained 190 suspected dmg smugglers; interdicted more than 
2,000 imdocumented migrants; conducted 5,079 marine casualty investigatbns; completed over 
8,400 Intematbnal Ship and Port Facility Code (ISPS) security exams on foreign vessels; and 
responded to approximate ly 11,146 reports of poUutbn iiKidents. 

An example of the work we do eveiy day can be found on the Great Lakes, which have 
experienced the worst be cover in decades. Cutter MACKINAW recent^ completed almost two 
months of continuous icebreaking in the passages between the Great Lakes, providing escorts 
and direct assistance to commercial traffic, and validatbg decisbns made nearly 15 years ago to 
build a new Great Lakes icebreaker. The cutter HOL,L,YHOCK, abng with our 140-ft 
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icebreaking tugs, worked with Canadian icebreakers to gioom navigational ciiannels to ensiue 
commerce could continue. 

And the work we do extends beyond our own borders. One of the Coast Guard’s greatest 
strengths b our ability to devebp and .sustain strong coordinatbn aird operatfanal relationships 
with douBslc and international markitne governance forces. It is our responsibility— working 
with domestic and international partners— to detect and interdict contraband and illicit trade, 
support eiiforcement of U.S. immigration laws, protect the natural resources of the sea, safeguard 
and protect U.S. maritime transportation systems, and defend against threats it tire maritime 
domain. We do some of this work in foreign ports and on the high seas, because the best place to 
counter threats is well before they reach our borders. As an example, the Coast Guard has 
bilateral and multi-lateral agreements with over twentj'-nine maritime nations in the Caribbean 
and in Central and South .America to help lacilitate our missions of law enforcement, search and 
rescue and pollution response. And in the Pacific, we work closely with the other member states 
of the North Pacific Coast Guard Forum. These activities lacilitate securing our borders and 
safeguarding trade. 

The Coast Guard’s recapitalization eflbrts continue to make good progress and our newest assets 
are already proving their value to the Natbn. The FY 2015 Budget includes funding for the 
eighth National Secui'ity Cutter (NSC), which completes the program of record for these vessels. 
In August we will christen the fifth NSC, Coast Guard Cutter JAMES. The NSC command and 
control, helicopter, and boat capabilities feciliate a broad range of coverage and interdiction 
tools essential to mission success in the oUshore environment. This summer, CGC 
BERTHOLF’s two week exercise with unmanned aircraft system (UAS) capabilities re.sulted in a 
mariiiTB drug interdiction of nearly 600 kibgrams cocaine when the UAS detected a suspected 
go-last vessel and maintained on-scene surveillance until BERTHOLF’s cutter boats and 
embarked helicopler coukl interdict it. There will be many nxrre success stories like this as our 
recapitalization eflbrts continue. 

Our new Fast Response Cutlers are already integral to drug and migrant interdictfon in the 
Caribbean and the approaches to Ftorida. Wc liavc taken dclivciy of eight of these highly capable 
patrol boats. We have taken delivery of 16 new HC-144 medium range surveillance aircraft, and 
have nearly completed the H-60 conversion project. We are standing up the Asset Project Office 
to accept transfer of 14 HC-27J aircraft from the U.S. Air Force a.s authorized in the National 
Defense Authorization Act of 2014. At the Coast Guard Yard, we wi coirplete vital 
sustainment work on tire 270-ibot Medium EnduraiKe Cutter fleet this sumrner and will begin a 
Service Life Extension Project for our fleet 140-foot Ice Breaking Tu^. And in February we 
awarded three Preliminary and Contract Des^ contracts for a new Ofishore Patrol Cutter. None 
of these critical recapitalization milestones would have been reached without the strong support 
of the Administration and the Committees. 

As the maritime arm of DHS, Coast Guard continues its proud tradition as both a military servfee 
and a federal law enforcement agency. The dedicated men and women of the Coast Guard train 
relentlessly to ensure profiefcney in their craft. Our Natbn laces a range of maritime 
opportunities and challenges tirat continue to grow and evolve, 'fhe gbbal economy is spurring 
investment in ever larger and inore compfex ships to cany goods across the seas. The Arctic is 
seeing increases hr sliipphig, natural resource expbratbn, and otlier human activity. And we 
continue to see persistent efforts by terrorists and transnatbnai criminal networks to expbit the 
maritime envii'omnent. Equipped with capabfe assets, untiring commitment, and proper training 
Coast Guardsmen patrol oui' maritime domain daily to interdict the illicit trafficking of gpods and 
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people, respond to man-made and natural disasters, rescue mariners in distress, and prevent and 
respond threats that jeopardize our natbnal securiy and economic prosperity. 


The Coast Guard protects: 

• Those on the sea : leading responses to maritime disasters and threats, ensuring a safe and 
secure Maritime Transportation System, preventing incidents, and rescuing those in distress. 

’ The Nation from threats delivered bv sea : enforcing laws and treaties, securing our ocean 
resources, and protecting the maritime domain from illegal activity and potential acts of 
terrorism. 

• The sea itself : regulating hazardous cargo transportation, holding responsible parties 
accountable for environmental damage and cleanup, and protecting living marine and natural 
resources. 


FY 2015 REQUEST; 

Ihe Coast Guard’s FY2015 Budget preserves today’s critical fiont-line operations and invests in 
tomorrow’s Coast Guard by continuing recapitalization efforts for new cutters, boats, aircraft, 
systems and hffastructure. In 2015, the Coast Guard will hnpfement efficiencies and better 
business practices, overlaid with a near and bng-term operatbnal assessment, to strategically 
albcate resources to optimize missbn performance, This approach stistains the balance between 
today’s operatbnal requirements and continued investment in recapitalizatba 

The Coast Guard’s FY 201 5 strategic and budget prbrities are to: 

1. Invest in long-term Operational Capacity; 

2. Strengthen Resource and Operatbnal Stewardsh^; and 

3. Preserve Critbal Front-Line Operatbns 

Invest in lonz-term Operational Capacity 

Dedbated investment to build boats, cutters, aircraft, and corresponding infrastructure capable of 
meeting today’s threats and those of the future is essential to the Coast Guard’s continued role as 
Amerba’s maritime first responder. The current condibn and servfceabiiity of the Coast 
Guard’s legacy sur&ce fleet and aircraft and the projected timelines to complete replacement of 
these assets require continued bvesfinent in surface and air recapitalizatbn programs to maintain 
the capability to operate. 

To strengthen DHS’ layered security approach oflshore, the FY 2015 Budget provides for the 
acquisitbn of the eiglith Natbnal Security Cutter - wlifch completes the recapitalizatbn of the 
Coast Guard’s High Endurance Cutter fleet - two Fast Response Cutters, and contmues to invest 
in pre-acquisitbn activities for the Oflshore Patrol Cutter and Polar Icebreaker. The budget abo 
continues sustabment and conversbn work on fixed wing and rotary whg aircraft, procurement 
of cutter boats, and investment in Command, Control, Communbatbns, Computers, Intelligence, 
Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C41SR) systems. 
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Strenethen Resource and Operational Stewardship 

ITie FY 2015 Budget reflects sound, risk-based aDocatbn of resources. In 2015, Coast Guard 
will decommksion two 1960’s era High Endurance Cutters (WHECs) that are being replaced by 
more capable National Security Cutters. The Coast Guard will also decommission eight 110-ft 
patrol boats, three HC-130 aircraft, and corresponding shore side support personnel whife 
accepting the delivery of new, more capable Fast Response Cutters, HC-144 aircraft, and HC-27J 
aircraft to the fleet. The FY 2015 Budget ensures that our resources are aligned to our Nation's 
highest priorities in a manner that balances key investments for the tiiture with sustaining 
essential investment in today’s missions and capabilities that provide the highest return on 
investment. 

Preserve Critical Front-Line Operations 

The FY2015 Budget sustains critical frontline operations, including maintaining search and 
rescue coverage, protecting critical infra.structure and key resources, and preserving operational 
hours dedicated to proficiency. Ffekl commanders will continue to optimize operational capacity 
to support safe navigation, safeguard natural resources, protect the environment, detect and 
interdict dru^ and individuals attempting to enter the United States illegally, and support the 
Nation's foreign policy objectives and defense operations. 


FY 2015 Highlights : 

Invest in Long-term Operational Capacity 

• Surface Assets $803.0IVI (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $803.0 million for the folbwing surface asset recapilalizatfon and 
sustainment initiatives: 

o National Security Cutter (NSC) - Provides funding for the eigjith NSC, 

completing the recapitalizatfon of the Coast Guard’s High Endurance Cutter fleet. 
Tlie acquisition ofNSC 8 is vital for performing DHS missfons in the for off- 
shore regions, including the harsh operating environment of the Pacific Ocean, 
Bering Sea, and Arctic. The N SC also provides a robust command and control 
platform for hoineland security contiigency operations; 

o Fast Response Cutter (FRC) - Provides produetbn fiindbg to procure two 
FRCs. These assets replace tlie aging fleet of 1 1 0-foot patrol boats that provide 
the coastal capability to conduct Search and Rescue operatbns, enforce border 
security, bterdbt drugs, uphold immigratbn laws, prevent terrorism, and enhance 
resilbncy to disasters; 

o Offshore Patrol Cutter (OPC) - Supports revfew of the preliminary design work 
for the OPC. fhe OPC will replace the Medium Endurance Cutter classes that 
conduct missbns on the hi^t seas and coastal approaches; 

o Polar Ice Breaker (WAGB) -Contbues pre-acquisitfon activities for a new 
polar icebreaker; 

o Cutter Boats - Contbues fiindbg for produetbn of multi-mission cutter small 
boats that will be fielded on the Coast Guard’s major cutter fleet beginning with 
the N.SC; 

o In-Service Vessel Sustainment -Contbues fiinding for sustahment projects on 
140- foot ice breakbg tu^ (WTGB), 225-fbot seagobg buoy tenders, the trabing 
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Barque EAGLE (WIX), and iikial sustainment on the 47-foot motor Hfeboats 
(MLB); 

0 Survey and Design Continues fimding for multi-year engineering and design 
work for multpic cutter classes in support of future sustainment and acquisition 
projects. 

• Air Assets S68.0M (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $68.0 million for the foltowing air asset recapitalization or 
enhancement initiatives: 

0 HC-144A - Funds spare parts requred to maintain the operational availability of 
tlie HC-144A Ocean Sentry aircraft; 

o HC-27J - Funds continued activities of the C-27J Acquisitbn Program Office 
(APO). The APO (new in 2014) wffl organize fogistics, training, maintenance 
support and ensure these newly acquired aircraft are ready for induction into the 
operatbnal feet; 

o HH-65 - Continues modernization and sustakiment of the Coast Guard’s feet of 
FlH-65 helicopters, converting them to MH-65 Short Range Recovery (SRR) 
helicopters. The modernization etfort includes reliability and sustainability 
improvemenfs, where obsolete components are replaced with modernized sub- 
systems, inchiding an integrated cockpit and sensor suite; 

o C-130.I - Funds spare parts required to maintain the operatbnal availability of the 
HC-130JLong Range Surveillance aircraft. 

• Other Acquisition, Construction and Improvements (AC&I) Initiatives. ...$57.3M (0 FTE) 
The budget provides $57,3 million for other initiatives liinded under the AC&I account, 
including the following equipment and seivices; 

o Program Overeight and Management - Funds activiies associated with the 
transitbn of the Coast Guard’s assets from acquisitbn to operations, ineluding 
delivery, provisbn ofbgistics, training and other services necessary to ensure 
seamless integratbn into the operatbnal fleet; 

D Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveiftance, 
and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) - Provides design, devebpment, upgrades and 
assistance on C41SR hardware and software of new and in-scrvbe assets; 

o CG-Logistics Information Management System- Continues devebpment and 
deptayrtKnt of this system to Coast Guard operatbnal assets. 

• Shore Units and Aids to Navigation (ATON) $40.6M (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $40.6 miDion to recapitalize shore mlfaslructure for safe, fuiictbnal 
and modem facilities tliat support Coast Guard assets and personnel: 

o Specific Project - Funds constnjctbn of a new small arms firing range at Coast 
Guard Training Center in Yorktown, VA; compfetes the second phase of 
renovatbns to iaeflities at Coast Guard Statbn Woods Hole, MA; funds 
renovatbn of existiig facilities and construetbn ofa new maintenance and 
engineering building at Coast Guard Statbn Morro Bay, CA; 

o ATON Infrastructure - Maintains transporlatbn safety on Federal waterways 
through construction and improvements to short-range aids and Mustriicture to 
improve the safety of maritinK transportatba 
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• Personnel and Management $115.3M (881 FTE) 

The budget provides $11 5.3 million for pay and benefits of the Coast Guard’s acquisition 
workforce. 

Strengthen Resouree and Operational Stewardship 

• Operational Adjustments 

In FY 2015, the Coast Guard will make sound, risk based operational reductions while 
investing in critical recapitalization initiatives. These reductions include: 

o Vessel Board and Search Teams (VBST) -$1.4M (-18 FTE) 

Eliminates four VBSTs; one team each from Sector Boston, Sector Southeast 
New England, Sector San Diego and Sector San Francisco. VBSTs consist of law 
enforcement personnel dedicated to Ports, Waterways and Coastal Seciu'ity 
(PWCS) enforcement activities. The types of boardings accomplished by these 
teams will be conducted by Sector Response and Station personnel or from cutter- 
based crews; 


o HC-144A Programmed Flight Hours -$4.9M (0 FTE) 

Adjusts the Coast Guard’s HC- 1 44A annual Programmed Flight Flours from 
1,200 to 1,000 hours per aircraft to align with mission demands. 

o Fixed Wing aircraft Bravo-0 Response -$2.2M (-24 FTE) 


Removes the fixed-wing Bravo-Zero readiness requirement from Coast Guard Air 
Stations, with the exception of Air Statfon Kodiak, AK, and Air Station Barbers 
Point, FFI. This initiative includes a commensurate reduction to staffing of fixed- 
wing aircrew personnel; 

o Aids to Navigation (A TON) -$3.5M (-15 FTE) 

Consolidates ftinding for coastal and western river aids to navigation, enabled by 
modernization and efficiencies in servicing aids to navigation, policy 
modifications, and bgistics. Billets at associated Aids to Navigation Teams 
(ANTs) will be reduced and ANT Eulaula, AL will be closed, with remaining 
maintenance responsibilities distributed to other ANTs; 

o Operational EfTiciencies -$15.0M (0 FTE) 

Operational commanders, using risk-based prioritizatbn of patrols and 
operational activities, are able to adjust operations and balance emerging mission 
demands with daily operations. Addftionally, new Coast Guard assets are 
equipped with enhanced intelligence and communication tools that enable field 
staff to target threats and prosecirte them more efficiently. As a result, operational 
efficiencies that scale cutter, boat, and aircraft hours will reduce resources 
required for fiiel and variable maintenance with no anticipated impact to 
operatbns. Safety of life (SAR), urgent security activities, and operational hours 
dedicated to meet minimum proficiency standards will be preserved. 
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• Asset Decommissioning and Retirement 

As the Coast Guard recapitalizes its cutter and aircraft fleets and faring new assets into 
service, the older assets that are being replaced will be deconmissioned or retired. 

o High Endurance Cutter(WHEQ -S14.9M (-184 FTE) 

Decommissions the sixth and seventh High Endurance Cutters (WHECs). 

National Security Cutters are replacing the aging WHEC fleet, 

o Patrol Boat (WPB) -Sh.l M (-73 FTE) 

Decommissions eight 1 10-ft WPB patrol boats. These assets will be replaced with 
Fast Response Cutters (FRCs) in the Seventh and Ei^th Coast Guard Districts. 

o HC-130 Aircraft Retirement -S11.6M (-43 FTE) 

Eliminates flmding and personnel associated with the retirement of three HC- 
130H to the Air Force for transfer to the U.S. Forest Service as outlined in the FY 
2014Natfanal Defense Authorization Act. Newh' acquired HC-130J ahcraft will 
provide increased operational reliability. 

Preserve Critical Front-line Operations 

• Pay & Allowances $83. IM (0 FTE) 

Maintains parity with DoD for military pay, aibwances, and health care, and for civilian 
pay raise and retirement contributbns. As a branch of the Armed Forces of the United 
States, tlie Coast Guard is subject to the provisbns of the National Defense Authorizatbn 
Act, whbh incKide pay and personnel benefits for the military workforce. 

• Operating and Maintenance Funds forNew Assets $72.1M(281 FTE) 

Provides funding for operatbns and maintenance of shore facilities, as well as cutters, 
boats, arcraft, and associated C4ISR subsystems delivered through acquisitfon eflbrts. 

o Shore Facilities - Funds operatfon and maintenance of shore facility projects 
scheduled for completbn prtor loFY 2015; 

o Response Boat-Medium - Funds operatfon, maintenance and support of 1 5 RB- 
Ms as well as adjustments for the Standard Support Ixvel (SSL) for the 155 RB- 
Ms currently in service; 

o Rescue 21 (R21) -Provides additional fimds for the R21 System for maintenance 
of Coast Guard leased and owned towers, aixl Alaska communications sites; 

o FRC-Funds operation and maintenance ofFRCs#13-17 and provides funding 
for personnel to operate and maintain hulls #15-18, including the shore-side 
support personnel; 

o NSC -Funds personnel, operations and maintenance for NSC #5, including costs 
for shore side support personnel Provides new funding for operation of the NSC 
baseline mock-up laboratory at the Markime Domain Awareness Center in 
Moorestovm, NJ; 

o HC-144A MPA -Funds operations, maintenance, and personnel flmding for 
aircraft U 1 8 that will be assigned to Air Statfon Miami, FL. 
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Admiral Robert J. Papp, Jr. 

Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard 


Admiral Robert J. Papp, Jr. assumed the duties of the 24th Commandant of 
the U.S. Coa.st Guard on May 25, 2010. He leads the largest component of 
the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), comprised of 42,000 active 
duty, 8,200 Reserve, 8,000 civilian and 31,000 volunteer Auxiliarists. 

The Coast Guard is “Semper Paratus” - Always Ready - to use its 
distinctive blend of military, humanitarian and law enforcement capabilities 
to save lives and property at sea, protect and maintain our ports and 
maritime transportation system, secure our borders, respond to natural 
disasters, protect our marine environment and defend our Nation. The Coast 
Guard is also America’s oldest continuous seagoing service and one of the 
Nation's five armed services. We trace our history back to August 4th, 

1790, when the first Congress authorized the construction of ten vessels to 
enforce tariff and trade laws and to prevent smuggling. Our people are 
committed to the Coast Guard \s core values of Honor, Respect and Devotion 

As a flag officer. Admiral Papp served as Commander, Coast Guard Atlantic Area, where he was 
operational commander for all U.S. Coast Guard missions within the eastern half of the world and 
provided support to the Department of Defense; as the Chief of Staff of the Coast Guard and Commanding 
Officer of Coast Guard Headquarters; as Commander. Ninth Coast Guard District, with responsibilities 
for Coast Guard missions on the Great Lakes and Northern Border; and as Director of Reserve and 
Training where he was responsible for managing and supporting 1 3,000 Coast Guard Ready Reservists 
and all Coast Guard Training Centers. 

Admiral Papp has served in six Coast Guard Cutters, commanding four of them: RED BEECH, PAPAW, 
FORWARD, and the training barque EAGLE. He also served as commander of a task unit during 
Operation ABLE MANNER off the coast of Haiti in 1994, enforcing United Nations Sanctions. 
Additionally, his task unit augmented U.S. Naval Forces during Operation UPHOLD DEMOCRACY. 

He is a 1975 graduate of the United States Coast Guard Academy. Additionally, he holds a Master of Arts 
in National Security and Strategic Studies from the United States Naval War College and a Master of 
Science in Management from Salve Regina College. 

Admiral Papp is the 1 3th Gold Ancient Mariner of the Coast Guard. The Gold Ancient Mariner is an 
honorary position held by an officer with over ten years of cumulative sea duty who has held the 
qualification as a Cuttennan longer than any other officer. 

Admiral Papp is a native of Norwich, Conn. He is married to the former Linda Kapral of East Lyme, Conn. 
Admiral and Mrs. Papp have three daughters and two granddaughters. 
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Mr. Carter. I am going to start off with the first question, and 
it shows how great minds work alike. David’s comments in his 
opening statement basically consumed the vast majority of the first 
question I was going to ask you about. 

This issue of the CIP is very important to us, and we have raised 
this issue with the Coast Guard. When the full committee chair- 
man was the chairman of this committee, Mr. Rogers went to war 
with the Coast Guard over this issue. We don’t want to go to war 
with the Coast Guard over this issue, but we need to know why 
the Coast Guard has failed again to comply with the law and give 
us the CIP as is written in the law. Have you got any explanation 
for why? And then following on that, I want to know when we are 
going to have it. 

Admiral Papp. Sir, it is my fault, and you rightly hold us ac- 
countable for that. And if there is any delay, it is because I have 
been obstinate in making sure that the administration knows the 
needs of the United States Coast Guard. It is not my job at first 
to fit the Coast Guard within a budget; it is my job to look at what 
we need now and what we are going to need 10, 20, and 30 and 
40 years from now. There is only one person who has that responsi- 
bility, and that is me. 

So there is, I would say, a robust discussion that goes forth, first 
of all with the Department, and the Department has been very 
supportive, and then we work with the Office of Management and 
Budget, and at some point we come to an agreement. But what I 
would say is we have been fighting for everything that we need to 
try and get it in that 5-year plan, and there are disagreements. 
That is, I think, the most polite way I can put it. And at the end 
of the day, we will finally get to a point where we come to agree- 
ment, I am told this is what you are going to get, you have to fit 
your acquisition plan within it, and I think we are at that stage 
now. 

The Secretary has committed to making sure we get reports on 
time. We have forwarded it to the Department, it has been for- 
warded on to 0MB, and we will work as hard as we can to make 
sure you get it as soon as possible. 

Mr. Carter. Well, we need a date. Can you give me a date? 

Admiral Papp. I cannot give you a date, no, sir. But we will find 
out. 

Mr. Carter. Try within the next couple of days to come back to 
me with a date. 

Admiral Papp. Aye, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Notify somebody and give me a date so we can have 
that. And if we have to go talk to others who are throwing up road- 
blocks, I think it is time for us to start considering that. Cutting 
your budget is a way we could do things, but we may be able to 
influence the budgets of others if they are not willing to comply, 
because, quite honestly, we are trying to run a very professional 
subcommittee here where we have all the information available as 
we start to consider each budget, and we are having very poor suc- 
cess with all the departments, not just the Coast Guard, in meeting 
this obligation. 

This is not a policy I established. This policy has been estab- 
lished for quite some time in this committee. When David was 
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chairing this subcommittee, he was fighting this battle, and it is 
getting a little tiresome to start off every year with anybody that 
we meet asking the same question: Where is it? 

This is the policy. I am not just picking on you. This is a speech 
for every department head that fails in this mission. This is one 
of the missions we expect in order for us to be good appropriators. 
And I thank my colleague Mr. Price for raising this issue. And I 
want within the next couple days, let’s say — what is today, 
Wednesday? The 12th? By the 14th. 

Admiral Papp. Aye, aye, sir. 

Mr. Carter. 15th at the latest. Okay? That way we have some- 
thing to shoot towards. Then I want to know if there is something 
that has come up because this is something that we are trying to 
impress upon everybody. Everybody in the room that is involved in 
this, this is important to this subcommittee. It has been since I 
have been on it, and I have been on it a pretty good while. That 
is the first thing I wanted to talk about. 

Let’s start talking about our gaps that may be in this bill. I don’t 
have to tell you that the Coast Guard’s efforts to interdict drugs 
being smuggled from the source in transit zones are vital to our se- 
curity, however, this fiscal year 2015 budget will actually diminish 
your current drug interdiction capabilities by cutting operational 
flying and patrol boat hours on our new assets, decreasing per- 
sonnel, and decommissioning aircraft and cutters. 

Admiral, can you discuss how these cuts will reduce our current 
drug interdiction capabilities and how the Coast Guard will miti- 
gate the impacts of the cuts? 

Admiral Papp. Well, yes, sir. You can see an example of it what 
happened this past year in fiscal year 2013. With the effects of se- 
questration, we placed a 25 percent operation reduction across the 
service. We kept up our search and rescue activities and our port 
security activities, but the bulk of it had to come out of the ac- 
counts that are the most expensive, fueling the ships and putting 
them out to sea, so that the bulk of the reduction was in the transit 
zone, drug interdiction operations and the migrant operations. 

And you can see when you look at the metrics, we did approxi- 
mately 30 percent worse in terms of cocaine interdictions this past 
year because of the effects of cutbacks of sequestration, we did 
about 30 percent worse in marijuana interdiction, and our interdic- 
tions of migrants, even though the flow was up, we had fewer 
interdictions this year. So there is a direct correlation between the 
reductions in operations and more drugs and more migrants get- 
ting through. 

We will see an improvement in that, because we won’t have se- 
questration, so we are able to restore most of our flight hours and 
our ship and boat hours, but still there is approximately a 3 to 5 
percent reduction across all program areas this year because of 
what we call efficiencies across our operating accounts. 

Mr. Carter. Well, I am sure that you know this because you 
have experienced it, but as we have these ongoing national discus- 
sions on our southern border, as an example, but on all of our land 
borders, as in the State of California, we secured the border with 
double fencing, speed corridors and all the things we have re- 
quested in the San Diego sector. We secured it down to the water- 
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line, and now they are in the water. These are determined people 
that are determined to smuggle drugs and people into the United 
States, and now they are out in their — I forget the name of those 
boats. What do they call them? 

Admiral Papp. Pangas. 

Mr. Carter. Yeah, pangas. They are out in their pangas, and 
they are running up and down the coastline and going way out and 
coming in in the State of California, because they refuse to be de- 
nied this market of people and drugs. And I don’t know if the 
American people realize that the enemy in the drug wars never 
stops. They will find alternate sources, when we plug one hole, they 
find another one. And we can’t lose our sea operations. 

And, yesterday Chairman Rogers pointed out to Secretary John- 
son that we have a 5-year low in cocaine interdiction last year. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. That is true. 

Mr. Carter. And that is what you just were talking about. You 
know, and we are a frontline-troops-oriented subcommittee. Mr. 
Price just made that statement. We want operations to work. And 
I agree wholeheartedly, and so does everyone on both sides of the 
aisle in this subcommittee. We are about making the Coast Guard 
have the capability of doing its job, and we will — but we struggle 
with that, and that is one of the reasons we need this long-term 
look at the Coast Guard every time we have this hearing. And part 
of doing the work of making that report is to have others start to 
look into the future, as I know you do as part of your job. Admiral. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. All right. I will yield back and yield to Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, I appreciate your account just now given in response to 
the chairman about the reductions in operations that you were 
forced to absorb as a result of sequestration, and of course you gave 
this by way of reference to some of the constraints, reductions that 
are contained in your present budget. All this is part of a bigger 
picture, and as you say, this budget this year is an improvement 
on sequestration, but you didn’t say, I will say, it is not enough of 
an improvement. We are still constrained in ways that are really 
going to make it very hard for the Coast Guard to do its job. 

Now, as I said, in my opening statement, all of this traces back 
to this dysfunctional approach to budgeting that has become the 
norm in the House especially, going to appropriations again and 
again and again while we leave the main drivers of the deficit, 
namely tax expenditures and entitlement spending, leave those 
things largely unaddressed. And although we are happy to have a 
bipartisan agreement that for at least 18 months gets us back to 
something like the regular order of appropriating, you are locking 
in levels here that still are inadequate, and that are very, very dis- 
proportionate in terms of the comprehensive approach to budgeting 
that we should be taking in this country. 

Now, having said that, the question remains, what is the Coast 
Guard’s relative position within this larger budget picture? And 
while the larger budget picture gives us some understanding of the 
constraints and difficulties the administration is facing, it by no 
means absolves the administration of the kind of responsibility we 
have talked about here this morning for getting this long-term plan 
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in place and also sending a budget up here that is commensurate 
with your responsibilities and your needs. And so let me just ask 
you to focus in a little further on the personnel side of this. 

The budget request proposes 49,000 positions by the end of the 
fiscal year. That is a net reduction of nearly 1,200. It is 800 below 
the current year; 1,200 below 2013, 800 below the current year. 
Now, most of those are military positions, as I understand. There 
is some mitigation with nearly 500 new positions, but you can tell 
us how all that nets out. The budget justifications identifies 451 of 
the lost positions. More than a third is associated with efficiencies. 
I wonder if you could tell us what that means. They are spread 
among the vessel-boarding and search teams, fixed-wing aircraft, 
H-2 navigation, and the decommissioning of certain assets. 

What do those efficiencies look like? What will that mean in 
terms of your ability to carry out key missions, key activities; what 
are we going to be doing less of, in other words? What about those 
other lost positions? Some of this is attributable to the more effi- 
cient crewing of newer assets, for example. So let me stop there 
and ask you to elaborate on these personnel numbers. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. You used a great term when you had 
your opening statement. You suggested that perhaps missions will 
need to be rescoped. And what I would suggest is we are rescoping 
missions all the time. Many times when I have come up before this 
committee, we talk about a patrol boat gap. Well, we have a gap 
because what we do is across all our mission areas for all our as- 
sets, we do something which — I got this theme from Vince 
Lombardi. Vince Lombardi when he talked to his teams said, we 
will pursue perfection knowing full well we will not catch it, but 
in the process we will catch excellence. 

So what we do is we go across all our mission sets, look at our 
assets, and we determine how many hours we need for aircraft, 
boats and ships; but at the end of the day, we can only provide so 
much, so that creates a gap across all missions. And throughout 
the year the operational commanders take those scarce resources; 
they may have to switch them between missions. For instance, you 
can take the same ships and use them for drug interdiction, the 
ones that we are using for migrant interdiction, but you are always 
going to have a gap out there, because we set our goals based upon 
an unconstrained environment, and then we have to deal with the 
realities. 

The realities are as we have progressively — I think our high- 
water mark was fiscal year 2012. As we have been squeezing down 
over the last three budget cycles, we take what we call efficiencies. 
What it means is we have fewer people out there to do the jobs, 
and we either have to cut back jobs, or we make the remaining peo- 
ple work harder. 

In the case of the vessel-boarding search-and-seizure teams, the 
VBSS teams that are distributed, those are something that we cre- 
ated because of needs after 9/11 to go out and inspect vessels at 
sea before they come into our ports. We can train them to become 
highly proficient, because that is what they do. 

As we squeeze down and we lose budget authority, we look for 
places where perhaps other people can do that job. So we will take 
some of our conventional organic forces from our stations, and we 
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will put together teams that will go out and do that, but it means 
taking them off other duties or perhaps a team that is not quite 
as qualified and not quite as proficient. We might be able to take 
our deployable specialized forces teams, which are used for security 
in the ports, and put together teams and send them out. 

It is just going to make it a little more difficult for us to provide 
the service that we think — and we fall further below those program 
goals that we set for ourselves. It is the same with our ships and 
our aircraft as well. As the budget squeezes down, as we decommis- 
sion units, it means that across our mission set, we fall a little fur- 
ther behind. Where Lombardi talked about perfection and achiev- 
ing excellence, we shoot for perfection, but we might be just achiev- 
ing very good instead of excellent across those mission sets. 

So that is what this gradual squeeze-down is doing to us. It 
doesn’t become readily apparent early, but we will have lagging in- 
dicators of squeezing down, because in the future, and one of the 
things I am very concerned about is my highest priority has been 
a focus on proficiency and making sure our people are prepared to 
do their jobs in dangerous conditions. We lost a number of people 
before I came in as Commandant, and my goal was to turn that 
around. We have done that, but now we are going back in the other 
direction where we perhaps won’t be able to focus on that pro- 
ficiency. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Fleischmann. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, it is a great privilege and honor to have you before us 
today. As you and I spoke earlier, Chattanooga has a great history 
of celebrating our Armed Forces Day and Armed Forces parade, 
many years going on unbroken. And last year I had the privilege 
to be there when we honored your great branch, the United States 
Coast Guard, and it was just an outstanding day, sir. So I thank 
you for your service, and thank you for the Coast Guard and for 
your great presence in our district, particularly in the inland wa- 
terways, which are so important. So I thank you for that, sir. 

I have some questions. My understanding is that the High En- 
durance Cutter fleet is over 25 years old, sir, and it is in dire need 
of replacement. I understand the President’s budget includes fund- 
ing for the eighth and final National Security Cutter. Is that cor- 
rect, sir? And what is the status of the cutters that are under con- 
tract, and when will they deliver, sir? 

Admiral Papp. Just a slight technical correction. They are not 25 
years old. The High Endurance Cutters are 45 or older. They are 
approaching 50 years of age. And just as a means of comparison, 
the Navy generally decommissions ships after about 25 years. They 
figure 25-year service life. We tend to get double that out of our 
Coast Guard cutters, not because we want to, but because we have 
to. 

And you are correct. This budget would provide the construction 
for the final National Security Cutter, the eighth. Those eight ships 
replace 12 that we have had in service since the late 1960s, early 
1970s. And the budget also calls for decommissioning two of those 
older ships this year. 
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The eight cutters, we are just about to take delivery on the 
fourth, and that will be commissioned in December. The fifth is 
going to be christened this summer and then will be brought into 
commission in fiscal year 2015. And then six and seven, they are 
all construction activities going on. I don’t have the exact date, but 
we can provide that for the record for six, seven and eight. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you, sir. 

[The information follows:] 

General Question Asked: Provide the status of the Coast Guard’s National Secu- 
rity Cutters currently under contract, as well as their projected delivery dates. 

Coast Guard/Admiral Papp response: The U.S. Coast Guard’s National Security 
Cutters (NSCs) 4, 5, and 6 are currently under construction. NSC 4 is scheduled 
for delivery in the fourth quarter of FY 2014. NSC 5 is scheduled for delivery in 
the third quarter of FY 2015 and NSC 6 is scheduled for delivery in FY 2017. The 
U.S. Coast Guard awarded the production contract for NSC 7 on March 31, 2014. 

Mr. Fleischmann. I understand that NSCs number one and 
number two are operational on the west coast. What do the capa- 
bilities of these cutters bring to the Coast Guard, and how do you 
see these being used in the future? 

Admiral Papp. Actually, one, two and three are fully operational, 
Bertholf, Waesche and Stratton. They are our high-end cutter. 
They are the ones that are capable of operating in the Bering Sea, 
in the far reaches of the Pacific. 

A lot of our people from our country don’t realize that that 4.5 
million-square-mile exclusive economic zone surrounds the Hawai- 
ian Islands, it surrounds our trust territories throughout the Pa- 
cific. We have the United States’ sovereign responsibilities through- 
out the entire Pacific. We need ships that have long range, good 
seakeeping capabilities, can launch and recover helicopters and 
boats, and provide safety and comfort for the crews that operate 
them. And they have to range from the South Pacific all the way 
up to the Arctic Ocean, which is another topic which we could ex- 
pand upon. 

Our mission space is not getting smaller, it is getting bigger. As 
the arctic ice recedes, we have to be up there every summer now 
because of the increase in human activity. National Security Cut- 
ters are the ones that will carry out that mission in those most 
harshest of environments. And they are also equipped and pre- 
pared to be interoperable with the United States Navy. They serve 
as an auxiliary force that can complement the Navy. The Navy pro- 
vides weapons and sensors through their budget process, and we 
maintain them onboard. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Chairman, do I have time for another ques- 
tion, sir? 

Mr. Carter. No. Time is out. 

Mr. Fleischmann. I yield back. Thank you. Admiral. 

Mr. Carter. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Commander Papp, I want to join my col- 
leagues in thanking you for your outstanding service to our coun- 
try. 

Admiral Papp. Thank you. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. And I would like to commend you for your 
groundbreaking efforts to combat sexual assault in the Coast 
Guard. Under your leadership, the Coast Guard created the Special 
Victims Counsel and Advocacy Office staffed with trained attorneys 
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dedicated to supporting and representing victims of this horrific 
crime throughout the entire process of holding the perpetrator ac- 
countable. In fact, it is my understanding that the Department of 
Defense is following the Coast Guard’s lead and establishing simi- 
lar victim advocacy programs across the military services. 

Can you please elaborate on the impact that this program has 
had on the Coast Guard and its shipmates, and what is being done 
to institutionalize these efforts as a top priority so that the Coast 
Guard will continue to be a safe and supportive workplace for 
women not only now, but in the future? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, ma’am. This has been probably my highest 
priority, particularly over the last 2 years, but I was actually start- 
ing to see indications of it 4 years ago when I became Com- 
mandant. Whether it is discrimination, sexual assault, hazing or 
other activities, I have had emphasis on making sure we take care 
of our shipmates. 

We put together a special group of flag officers, admirals, to lead 
this. We came up with a Sexual Assault Prevention Response Stra- 
tegic Plan, and we created actually a military campaign office with 
a captain in charge that is overseeing the implementation of all the 
things in our strategic plan. 

More importantly, however, I believe I have spoken to almost the 
entire Coast Guard face to face, almost 35-, 40,000 people, during 
all-hands meetings over the last 18 months or so. My sole theme 
has been talking about sexual response, making sure that we take 
a preventative approach to it rather than having to react to it. But 
we are also setting up to react to it with our victims’ advocates, 
with our special victim counsels, and we are devoting not just peo- 
ple, but money to make sure that we take care of our folks. 

I think anecdotally I am seeing improvement and trust in the 
system, starting with myself I have been contacted by a captain, 
a woman captain, who was assaulted 26 years ago and finally felt 
that she could come forward. She came to me and trusted me with 
her story. I brought her in and talked to her, and then we had it 
investigated. Even though it was 26 years old, it was investigated 
fully by Coast Guard Investigative Service, and we came to a satis- 
factory resolution with her. And I have had a seaman apprentice 
stand up in an all-hands meeting and say that she was a victim 
of sexual assault, and we took care of that. And there are other sto- 
ries I can tell you, but I am also now getting stories from people 
in the field who tell me about how well the Coast Guard treated 
them when something was revealed. 

So even though we are seeing some numbers of reports go up, I 
feel that is because they are trusting the system now, they are 
coming forward, and it allows us to take the action, and we are vig- 
orously prosecuting those that perpetrate this and making sure 
that they don’t remain in our Coast Guard. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Well, thank you for that. And also I think 
it is important in terms of even trying to recruit the young people 
to go not only to the Coast Guard, but into the other services, be- 
cause one of the concerns that is often raised by my constituents 
is they have concerns about their daughters going into the service 
because of this, and I think this will be very, very helpful in being 
able to tell them that something is being done about this. 
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Admiral Papp. Absolutely, yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. I would like to talk just a little bit about 
an issue that seems to be a problem. And I don’t know if you are 
familiar with the report that was published last month by the Viet- 
nam Veterans of America that alleges that the Coast Guard rou- 
tinely violates its own procedures and regulations when dis- 
charging guardsmen with certain mental health disorders. And the 
report states that in 90 percent of the cases reviewed, this was over 
a 12-year period, the Coast Guard did not provide guardsmen with 
documentation advising them as to why they were being discharged 
or their rights and remedies, including their right to consult a mili- 
tary attorney and submit a written statement. And I am wondering 
if you are looking into this, what changes you are considering mak- 
ing so that — ^you know, to address these issues? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, ma’am. That was equally troubling to me to 
hear something like that, because we should be taking care of our 
veterans and assisting them in any way possible, obviously. 

We are looking into it. I have not got any results from the inquir- 
ies we have been making. It has been very difficult to track down 
information, but we are on it. And I can’t give you any means that 
we are using to correct the situation right now, because we have 
not determined the extent and the depth of the problem. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. Thank you. 

Is my time up, Mr. Chair. My time is up? 

Mr. Carter. You have about 30 seconds. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. A few seconds. Okay. I will wait until the 
next round then. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, thank you for nearly 40 years of dedicated public serv- 
ice. And let me also salute your close working relationship with our 
other services, joint operations. I think sometimes people don’t rec- 
ognize that the Coast Guard has been doing some remarkable 
things around the world side by side with our other sailors and sol- 
diers and marines. So I just want to acknowledge on behalf of our 
defense appropriations committee, even though you are not under 
our jurisdiction, now that Judge Carter is a member of our com- 
mittee, I can say on all of our behalf, we are so proud of the work 
that often goes unrecognized that Coast Guard men and women do 
on behalf of our country. You have an international presence, and 
you are working with other navies and doing things that sometimes 
don’t get the public eye, but on all of our behalf, thank you. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. We are back to regular order. Goodness 
knows that the numbers are pretty low, but at least give us, as I 
am sure you did, some credit for getting back on track, and hope- 
fully there will be some stability and predictability. 

I would like to follow up on Mr. Fleischmann’s area that he ini- 
tially started on on these Fast Response Cutters. I just want to get 
a little more meat on the bones. Your budget request funds only 
two; is that right? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. That is a decrease of four from last year; 
is that right? 
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Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. And seven have been commissioned. Are 
nine in production in Louisiana? 

Admiral Papp. Actually we just commissioned the eighth. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Yeah. 

Admiral Papp. We will take delivery of the ninth here very short- 
ly. There are 18 or 22 under production, but we have received fund- 
ing. Through the 2014 budget we have received funding for a total 
of 30 so far, so that is over half the production run. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So your goal is still to add 58 of those ves- 
sels to your fleet? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir, that is our ultimate goal. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. And by dropping from six to two cutters, 
how much will the budget request add to the per cost vessel? 

Admiral Papp. That is a little difficult to determine right now. 
Actually the contract, the initial contract, has run out, and we have 
been working on a new request for proposal. We always planned 
to recompete this after the first 30 boats. We just bought the 
rights, and we are in the process of rewriting a request for pro- 
posal. It has actually taken us a little bit longer than I had antici- 
pated, because what we are trying to do is do a real good scrub on 
it to see if there are potential other savings we can get on the final 
run of the ships. And then why the two? The two is because that 
is all I could fit within the 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Budget. 

Admiral Papp [continuing]. The ultimate 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Number. 

Admiral Papp [continuing]. Top line that I got. That is all we 
could fit in and keep all our other construction projects. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So the timeline is 

Admiral Papp. It will be pushed to the right. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Pushed to the right. And will you be able 
to sustain the current fleet while awaiting for the final ability to 
reach 58? 

Admiral Papp. Well, we could sustain the current fleet of Island 
class patrol boats, but this budget calls for decommissioning eight 
of those. I feel like that is the right way to go, because we do have 
eight of the new ships in. They provide us with more operational 
hours than the older boats that they are replacing. It is time now 
as we try to fit into that top line, it is time to start decommis- 
sioning the older patrol boats, which allows us to get a little bit 
more headspace under the top line that we are given. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. And lastly, all of us across all of our serv- 
ices were concerned about the industrial base, the shipbuilding 
base. As you exit the stage, and we thank you for, you know, many 
years of dedication, do you have any comments on shipbuilding, in- 
dustrial base and — maybe this is a softball — the need to make sure 
that we sustain it? 

Admiral Papp. Yeah. I may be a little biased, but as I said, this 
country depends, our economy, our prosperity depends upon free 
and safe and secure access to our ports. That is nothing new. Ham- 
ilton wrote about it back at the beginning of our country. We are 
a maritime Nation; we are going to depend upon maritime trade. 
Ninety percent of the goods that come in and out of this country 
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come in ships. You want to have the ability to protect those water- 
ways and also prevent against threats. You can’t do that by sitting 
on a beach. You have got to have ships that can go out there to 
sea and 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. And we need an industrial base, too. 

Admiral Papp. Absolutely. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. To put a point on the 

Admiral Papp. When you go down to places like Huntington 
Ingalls or Bollinger where we are constructing our ships, and I 
have visited many of the other shipyards around the country, these 
are dedicated, highly skilled craftsmen. The more that they can be 
put to work, it has got to be good for our economy. They have tre- 
mendous skills, and we will lose that over time as we build fewer 
and fewer ships in this country. And the end result is the ships 
that we do build are more expensive, because you have less com- 
petition, you have got a higher overhead at the yards because they 
are building fewer ships. I am deathly afraid that the Navy is 
going to build fewer ships, because then the yards 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So are we. 

Admiral Papp. And the yards charge their overhead against my 
ships and make my ships more expensive, so 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. We need more ships rather than less. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. Admiral. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Owens. 

Mr. Owens. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. Admiral. 

I come from the northern part of our country, and I am curious 
as to what impact the current budget will have, if any, on your op- 
erations along the entire northern border stretching from Maine to 
Washington. 

Admiral Papp. Well, from Maine to Washington, the major part 
that I am concerned about from a Coast Guard point of view is, of 
course, the St. Lawrence Seaway coming in from the gulf and in 
through the Great lakes, and then — most people don’t realize, but 
then the boundary waters of northern Minnesota, which we have 
responsibilities for as well. 

The operational efficiencies that we gain by reducing things 3 to 
5 percent means there will be boats out there fewer hours patrol- 
ling the border. There will be fewer people out there. We know 
there is an awful lot of smuggling and other things that go across 
that international border out there, and we will just have fewer 
Coast Guard people out there trying to interdict it. 

Mr. Owens. As you evaluate and analyze the threats, if you will, 
whether they be smuggling or terrorist activity that originates in 
the cells that exist in Canada, how much does your reduced oper- 
ations increase the likelihood that a threat will become an activity 
or an action in the United States? 

Admiral Papp. My concern is not having the operating forces out 
there to be able to interdict it when we know there is a threat. And 
sometimes you just interdict a threat or you disrupt a threat be- 
cause you are out there and you have presence. 

I served in that district. I was the District Commander for our 
Ninth Coast Guard District that goes from New York all the way 
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out to Minnesota. The Coast Guard is actually a great tool for our 
country in terms of maintaining relationships with Canada. For the 
Coast Guard we deal not only with the Canadian Coast Guard, hut 
the Canadian Navy, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, Transport 
Canada. We deal with about 9 nine or 10 agencies up there that 
are all associated with border security. We have great relation- 
ships, working relationships, with them. We share information. We 
put people in the command centers on the Canadian side, their 
Maritime Command Center for the Atlantic and also one in Niag- 
ara. 

So I think a lot of it is taken care of by making sure that we are 
communicating with our Canadian partners as well, but when 
there is a threat, or there are things that we don’t know about, you 
always have to have presence out there. And that is part of what 
people need to understand is that we need to have a sovereign 
presence out on the water on a regular basis to enforce the laws 
and to also deter other people from trying to act. And if we have 
fewer hours, we are just not going to be out there as much. 

Mr. Owens. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Culberson. 

Mr. Culberson. Admiral, I, too, want to thank you on behalf of 
the people of Texas and the country for your service to the Nation. 
It is a real privilege to have you, sir, here with us today. The com- 
mittee supports what the Coast Guard does, supports you with ev- 
erything we can to enhance what you can present to the committee 
in the budget that the President and the White House has put for- 
ward, but we are here to help you, sir. We admire what you do, 
and we want to do all we can to support you. 

I think it is very important what you just said a moment ago 
quoting Alexander Hamilton for the committee as we move for- 
ward, as Judge Carter — how many years were you on the bench 
there in Williamson County? 

Mr. Carter. Twenty-one. 

Mr. Culberson. Twenty-one years. Judge Carter was one of our 
great district judges in Texas, enforcing the law, keeping the 
streets of Williamson County safe, and that is really our responsi- 
bility on this committee is to ensure that the laws are enforced and 
the country is safe. 

And I particularly enjoyed your quote of Alexander Hamilton 
that the economy of a maritime nation depends on safe and secure 
access to our ports, and that means enforcing the law and ensuring 
that free trade can take place, that people can move freely back 
and forth. And that is true not only of our maritime ports, but also 
of our inland ports. 

Our friend Henry Cuellar, who is not here today, represents the 
city of Laredo, and that is the largest inland port in the United 
States. There are more goods that travel through Laredo than any 
other inland port. So a fundamental part of our responsibility on 
this committee is to ensure that the law as it is written is enforced 
for the safety and security of the Nation and those communities 
that live and work along the border, and to, therefore, ensure the 
free flow of goods. As you just said, as it is true for the maritime 
ports, it is true for the inland ports as well. I really appreciate 
that. 
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And I wanted to ask, if I could, sir, about the new program you 
are putting forward on these Offshore Patrol Cutters. I wanted to 
ask you, if you could, to walk the committee through how the Coast 
Guard would move forward with the acquisition, construction of 
these tremendously expensive — this hugely expensive new ship- 
building program with the limited requests that you have in this 
year’s budget. Talk us through what your strategy is for acquisition 
of the Offshore Patrol Cutters, if you would, please, sir. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. Well, we are trying to run the Offshore 
Patrol Cutter as wisely as possible. As I indicated earlier, we have 
gone through about a decade of acquisition reform, and I will stack 
my acquisition people up against anybody in Washington, D.C. We 
have true professionals, and that expertise is now matched with a 
need. We have nearly 50-year old ships that need to be replaced. 

We have gone through a process now that has brought us to the 
point where we have great competition. We had a number of ship- 
yards. We just down-selected to three to do the preliminary and 
contract design of three candidate ships. I have had a chance to 
look at all three ships. All three of them are great ships, but the 
thing that I have been stressing is affordability, because we are 
hopeful that we will be able to build these ships two a year at a 
certain point after we get through the initial construction, and we 
are hopeful that for about the price of one National Security Cut- 
ter, you can build two of these ships. That is what we have been 
shooting for. 

Mr. Culberson. Do you believe the budget recommendation you 
have made to the committee will enable you to build two of these 
Offshore Patrol Cutters a year? 

Admiral Papp. Well, that is what we have been struggling with; 
as we deal with the 5-year plan, the Capital Investment Plan is 
showing how we are able to do that. And it will be a challenge, par- 
ticularly if it sticks at around $1 billion. 

As I have said publicly, and actually I have stated publicly before 
that we could probably construct comfortably at about $1.5 billion 
a year, but if we were to take care of all the Coast Guard’s projects 
that are out there, including shore infrastructure — that fleet that 
takes care of the inland waters is approaching 50 years of age as 
well, but I have no replacement plan in sight for them, because we 
simply can’t afford it. Plus we need at some point to build a polar 
icebreaker. Darn tough to do all that stuff when you are pushing 
down closer to $1 billion instead of $2 billion. As I said, we could 
fit most of that in at about the $1.5 billion level, but the projections 
don’t call for that. So we are scrubbing the numbers as best we 
can 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Papp [continuing]. Just to make sure we have got good 
competition so we can get the best price on the ship. 

Mr. Culberson. Based on the budget recommendation you have 
submitted to the committee, when would you expect to have, under 
the numbers you project in the President’s budget, the first Off- 
shore Patrol Cutter in the water? 

Admiral Papp. Fiscal year 2021 would have that first ship deliv- 
ered as we project ahead, getting through — we have got about a 
year and a half now to go through the preliminary contract design. 
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which then takes us up to about fiscal year 2017 before we award 
the contract to the company that is going to get the construction. 
We build the first one, which will take about — by the time they get 
the yard set up and they get the first one in the water and we com- 
mission it, it is going to be about fiscal year 2021. 

Mr. Culberson. Well, you know the committee strongly supports 
what you do, and we are going to do everything we can to help you 
in your mission. We understand the importance of the need for the 
replacement cutters. 

And one other quick question, if I could, Mr. Chairman, about 
the icebreaker. During the Bush administration, they attempted to 
shift that responsibility onto the National Science Foundation, and 
it is not really something they are equipped to do and didn’t have 
the money for. And I think Frank LoBiondo added language to an 
authorization bill that restored that responsibility to the Coast 
Guard. And the Coast Guard has responsibility for opening up 
channels in the ice for both Antarctica and in the Arctic? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. That was one of our goals as I started 
as Commandant to get — it is actually the operations funding was 
transferred to NSF. We 

Mr. Culberson. You got it back, though. 

Admiral Papp. We kept the icebreakers, and we depended upon 
them to feed us the money to operate them. And they chose to con- 
tract foreign icebreakers, which then we atrophied and had to lay 
up our icebreaker fleet. We have got Healy, which is our medium 
icebreaker. Healy’s a little over a dozen years old and is in good 
shape. We restored Polar Star. Polar Star is on its way back to Se- 
attle now. 

Mr. Culberson. How old are those ships? 

Admiral Papp. Polar Star is 35 years old. We have just restored 
her to active service, and she broke out McMurdo and is on her 
way across the Pacific now going back to Seattle. 

Mr. Culberson. But the NSF is contracting that service out? 

Admiral Papp. No, sir. We have the operating funds. 

Mr. Culberson. You do it now for the NSF? 

Admiral Papp. They are our customer now. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. Good. That is the way it ought to be. You 
all ought to have the responsibility, and we will do everything we 
can to support you. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Well, let’s continue on the polar icebreaker 

Admiral Papp. Sure. 

Mr. Carter [continuing]. Just for a minute. When I was in Alas- 
ka, I had some conversations when I was up at the Kodiak about 
the law of the seas and the claiming that the Russians are very ac- 
tive, as I understand, in the Arctic Ocean, and we are limited in 
our activity because of our icebreaker weakness, and that under 
the law of the seas, we could actually lose a claim to what would 
now be considered American waters if we don’t show a presence, 
a continuing presence, over a period of time. And the icebreaker is 
a key to being able to show our presence, and the Coast Guard is 
basically our presence in the Arctic Ocean. 

Now, what does that mean, and who cares? Well, those of us who 
are in the petroleum-producing business should care a lot, because 
there are projections now worldwide that there is a large deposit 
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of petroleum sitting under the North Pole. And as the ice recedes, 
and there are opportunities to go out and explore in that area, a 
lot of people see that as a real plus. And the Russians recognize 
it, and, of course, they are in the petroleum business now, too. That 
is one of the reasons they are showing such a presence in American 
waters. Is that correct? 

Admiral Papp. I have got no reports of them being in our waters, 
what we consider to be our waters. And actually within Alaska, we 
have got a great working relationship with the Russians, one of the 
few good working relationships with the Russians. We work with 
their border guards; we have frequent meetings with them, bilat- 
eral meetings; and we have multi-lateral meetings with them in 
the North Pacific and North Atlantic Coast Guard Forum. 

So we get along with them pretty well, and we have pretty well- 
defined boundaries, at least where we both think they are. There 
are some shared waters, though. The Bering Strait is of a concern, 
because the amount of traffic going through the Bering Strait has 
quadrupled now. And while a lot of people worry about the poten- 
tial for an oil spill due to drilling, I am more concerned about an 
oil spill or a disaster because of a ship losing power and running 
aground up there than I am anything else. And there is a huge in- 
crease of traffic in a very barren and not supported area right now. 

We need the icebreakers, because I can send our conventional 
Coast Guard cutters up there during the summertime when there 
is plenty of open water and when there is all the human activity, 
but there will be a time, date and time to be determined, where 
we have to have assured access during winter months, during ice 
months. We had a case like that 3 years ago when the city of Nome 
got iced in early. In spite of global warming, they got iced in early, 
and the oil tankers couldn’t get in, and they would have run out 
of fuel supplies if we had not turned around our icebreaker and 
broke a path in there to resupply Nome. 

You can envision other reasons for having to get assured access 
into the Arctic during the wintertime, during ice conditions as well, 
and we need to have those icebreakers available so that we can do 
that, or there will be sometime when we won’t be able to meet the 
country’s needs. 

Mr. Carter. I was at the White House Christmas party, the year 
before last, and my daughter was accompanied by a Coastie as her 
date, and he was in his uniform. And the Senator from Alaska 
came all the way across the room to shake his hand and thank him 
for breaking the ice for Nome. And she just was full of praise for 
what the Coast Guard had done for the State of Alaska. So I am 
well aware of its importance. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. But ultimately we have got to be able to have access 
up there. And I also heard stories that now cruise ships are mak- 
ing the Northwest Passag:e, and that our Coast Guard is the only 
potential rescue for a cruise ship that might get in trouble trying 
to make that Northwest Passage. And it is a long way away from 
the nearest 

Admiral Papp. Everything there. 

Mr. Carter [continuing]. Anything when they get out there up 
in the northern part of Canada. 
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Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. So you have got a lot of heavy responsibilities up 
there in the Arctic Circle. And I, for one, am a champion of trying 
to get us another icebreaker, but they are really expensive. But we 
have got to get to work on that, because we have to realize that 
we are talking about a vast amount of ocean that we are respon- 
sible for. 

That brings me to another issue that has to do directly with the 
aviation program. Admiral, this year’s defense authorization pro- 
vides the transfer of 14 medium-range aircraft to the Coast Guard, 
and the fiscal year 2014 Appropriations Act funded an initial 
stand-up for this program within the Coast Guard. What is the sta- 
tus of these transfers, and when will we have the aircraft oper- 
ational? How will this aircraft increase our maritime capabilities? 

Admiral Papp. Well, I first have to start off by thanking the Con- 
gress and anyone who participated in the NDAA that transferred 
those aircraft to us. This was a windfall for us. I estimate we avoid 
about a half a billion dollars in future costs that we would have 
to spend on medium-range fixed-wing aircraft by obtaining these 
brand-new aircraft from the Air Force. It is a good deal for us. 

We will, in all likelihood, complete our purchase of the HC-144 
aircraft, fixed-wing, which will give us a total of 18. We will take 
these 14. We now have 11 C-130Js that have been appropriated 
that will come into the service. So we are doing good in fixed-wing 
aircraft. Our challenge now is evaluating how we lay these aircraft 
down in an optimal arrangement. 

The C-27J gives us the added benefit as it uses the same engines 
as the C-130J. The cockpit is basically the same. So we gain some 
efficiencies in training and logistics by gaining these new aircraft 
also. 

We have set up a project office, an acquisition project office, 
which we were given the money in the fiscal year 2014 budget, and 
there are some continuing funds in this budget. The amount es- 
capes me, but there are some continuing funds to work bringing 
the aircraft in. We have had people out to look at the aircraft. And 
we are also making preparations for transferring some of our HC- 
130H models to the Air Force for renovation, and they will go to 
the Forest Service. 

Mr. Carter. Admiral, are you concerned about there is no recapi- 
talization plans for the H-65 and H-60 helicopter funding for the 
sustainment of the current inventory? And how do you plan to 
solve this problem? 

Admiral Papp. Sir, I think we are in good shape in our helicopter 
fleet. We have done continuous upgrades on those. We have now 
converted the H60 to the H-60 Tango model. The reality is with 
our facility we have in Elizabeth City, you could bring — and we 
have, we have taken airframes from the Navy that they have cast 
away, and we have turned them into new helicopters. We can do 
that. And there is plenty of H-60s out there, and we are going to 
continuously upgrade the avionics and do improvements to the H- 
60s, and I am estimating we are probably good for 15 years before 
we have to recapitalize that fleet. 
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The H-65 we have done the same thing. We have continuously 
upgraded them to the Delta model. Now we have the MH-65 Delta. 
We have continually upgraded those. My only concern about the H- 
65 is that we have lost three of them in crashes without replace- 
ment. We can’t get them anymore. We take that out of our product 
line overhaul line to keep the frontline forces. So we have got 
enough to get by with right now, and I think we have got probably 
a good 10 to 15 years out of that aircraft as well. 

But at some point beyond the 5-year Capital Investment Plan, if 
we start looking at perhaps a 20-year Capital Investment Plan, we 
have to start figuring aircraft. The Air Force has gone to a new 
combat search and rescue helicopter that they are purchasing. Just 
like we did with the H-60, we are probably well advised to follow 
one of our sister services along so we get the economic order quan- 
tity for replacement after they have gone through the testing and 
evaluation and everything else. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, most of the questions today have focused on your acqui- 
sition, construction and improvements budget, and understandably 
so. This is a 1.1 billion budget item, and that number is 21 percent 
below what has been provided in the current fiscal year. So this 
budget is of great concern to us. It is going to occupy this sub- 
committee extensively, I think, over the weeks to come. 

Fortunately, the budget does provide for the construction of Na- 
tional Security Cutter number 8 to the tune of $638 million. Unfor- 
tunately, though, that represents 59 percent of the ACT budget. 
And so these other assets that we have been talking about today 
are possibly at risk, or at least the schedule for delivering these as- 
sets could be at risk, and therefore you have gotten lots of ques- 
tions about that, about the schedule for the Offshore Patrol Cutter, 
for example, the schedule we are anticipating there; the implica- 
tions of constructing only two Fast Response Cutters; the timetable 
for this Polar Ice Breaker, which, of course, is in this year’s budg- 
et — or in the proposed budget only to the tune of $8 million in 
planning and design funds. What are the implications for all of 
these programs of this budget? 

As you have just testified in response to the chairman, the C- 
27 aircraft transfer appears to be a somewhat brighter spot. Re- 
mind me, what was your estimate of the cost savings associated 
with that? 

Admiral Papp. We estimate about $500 million. 

Mr. Price. All right. So that amounts to reduced pressure on the 
ACT budget. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. We would have had to buy more of the 
HC-144 aircraft in future years. That relieves us of having to do 
that now. 

Mr. Price. Well, as you described this, you seem to have come 
out pretty well. The Coast Guard came out pretty well in this deal. 

Admiral Papp. In that particular deal, yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. In this particular deal, which, you know, we look for 
bright spots as well as problems in this budget picture. 
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So let me shift. Having given the ACI budget a lot of attention, 
let me ask you to talk about another item of great concern: hous- 
ing, the way you house your personnel. 

We received last year the Coast Guard’s national housing assess- 
ment, and the assessment recommended a 4-year strategy to right- 
size the Coast Guard’s housing inventory and invest only in needed 
housing. So we have had some follow-up on that. According to the 
most recent information we have, you are still in the process of de- 
veloping a plan to address the recommendation of the housing as- 
sessment. The first step is going to be to reduce your inventory 
from 4,000 units to about 2,700 units, more fully utilizing local 
home rental, which is what the assessment recommended. 

When is this response plan going to be finalized? Will it happen 
in time to affect our deliberations? And what about your delibera- 
tions in terms of reducing the housing inventory in the current 
year? When do you think the Coast Guard will reach a new steady 
state for its housing inventory? 

Let me ask you that first, and then I have a follow-up. 

Admiral Papp. We are getting very close right now. We had over 
4,000 Coast Guard-owned homes. They all weren’t filled, and I 
toyed with the thought of making mandatory housing, but then I 
had a chance to get out there and see some of the housing, and I 
wouldn’t put my Coast Guard families in them. So we came up 
with this plan for an assessment. 

First of all, look and see what the economy in the localities de- 
mands. For instance, is there available housing that we can pay 
people a housing allowance? Are there places where we have too 
much inventory, and in trying to maintain it all, we are losing 
money? 

And we did a good assessment. I am very pleased with it. We 
narrowed it down to about 2,700 homes that we need at various lo- 
cations. What that has allowed us to do — and we are in the process 
now of divesting those. We have been through the final reviews 
with all of our operational commanders to validate this, and we are 
in the process of divesting the homes. In fact, we just had a meet- 
ing about 2 weeks ago on the final homes, making some decisions 
in certain locations, and what I told them is if you get rid of the 
homes that we don’t need in our inventory, we can keep the same 
maintenance money and spread it out across the ones that we 
need. 

So we have actually gone from annually we invest $3,000 per 
Coast Guard home; now we are able to devote $5,300 to each Coast 
Guard home that we are going to retain, which gives us a lot more 
opportunity to do improvements. 

And while we don’t have any money for new housing in our 
AC&I funds this year, although the Congress has been very gen- 
erous the last 2 years, giving us 10 million 2 years ago and 18 mil- 
lion last year, we couldn’t fit that in this year, but what we do is 
we are devoting probably close to $50 million, $40 million to im- 
provements of the housing that we have, renovating our homes in 
Puerto Rico and in other locations so that when we do mandatory 
housing, they have good, decent housing to move into. 

So it is a multipronged attack: improving the Coast Guard-owned 
housing that we have; finding other alternatives like Department 
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of Defense leased housing, public-private venture housing, that we 
were able to take advantage of in numerous locations; and then 
when we have it available within our AC&I funds, building new 
homes at places where we can’t find homes in the community for 
our people. 

Mr. Price. So although that is not in the budget for this year, 
you are following through on this 5-year plan for significant invest- 
ments in new housing. 

When do you reach steady state on that? What are we talking 
about here likely in terms of a timeframe and the size of invest- 
ments that you are going to need? 

Admiral Papp. Specific to housing, we are pretty much there in 
terms of the owned housing that we have. We know the number 
we are going to have, and we have projects in the works to con- 
tinue the renovations. And we continue to take that out of our op- 
erating expenses, our maintenance money. 

In terms of new homes, that is a constant process. We have got 
a backlog. I will get you the exact backlog, but we have probably, 
in terms of ready projects, we have got about $25 million of ready 
projects that could be executed where we have identified needs for 
new Coast Guard housing. 

Mr. Price. New housing. That is right. 

All right. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Fleischmann. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you again, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, the 2004 Mission Needs Statement created specific re- 
quirements for patrol boats, major cutters, and fixed-wings oper- 
ational hours. However, that was over a decade ago, sir, and subse- 
quent budgets have never supported these requirements. 

Admiral, at what point does the decade-old mission statement 
need to become irrelevant since the budgets over the last few years 
do not support the requirement, sir? 

Admiral Papp. I think if I go back to one of the other questions 
I answered, the Mission Needs Statement is where we start. That 
is sort of where we look with an eye towards an unconstrained en- 
vironment, what are those things that the statutes require us to 
do? And then what assets would we need to do all of those at 100 
percent? And people have suggested it is a 10-year old Mission 
Needs Statement. We are going to redo the Mission Needs State- 
ment this year. We have already embarked upon that to update it. 

Now, every study that we have done has always validated the 
need for at least the program of record that we are embarked upon. 
We will do the Mission Needs Statement, but given the fact that 
the Arctic has expanded, we have got increased mission space that 
we need to take care of, and increased missions that we have been 
given, I can’t imagine any way that a new Mission Needs State- 
ment would not come out saying we need more than the program 
record. But I have been satisfied as to the program record, because 
we are having a hard enough time just getting there. 

So the Mission Needs Statement, I would say the one in 2004 is 
probably still valid, but we are going to revalidate that and update 
it now a decade later. And then it is my job to present that to the 
administration and say, this is what I need, this is what I would 
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like to fit in there, and at some point they are going to give me 
a top line, and then I am forced to make those tough decisions 
within the limits of the budget. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Okay. So the good news is a new mission 
statement is in progress, and we can expect to receive that. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you. I think that is very important. 

A follow-up to my colleague’s question. And I certainly appreciate 
all that you and the Coast Guard are doing with your flag officers 
to address sexual assault. I want to thank you for the State of the 
Coast Guard Address. I think you addressed that there, as well as 
alcohol abuse issues. 

What can we do as legislators to help you implement that? I un- 
derstand you have got these great laudatory goals which are out 
there, but what can we do? 

Admiral Papp. Well, I think what you can do is you use the bully 
pulpit. First of all, you hold our feet to the fire, people like me, and 
insist that we live up to those things that we talk about. And you 
have got a fully committed person in me in that respect. 

But we serve the people of the United States. You represent the 
people of the United States. If we are not serving the people of the 
United States and their sons and daughters that have volunteered 
to come and work within our services, then we need to have our 
feet held to the fire. And I appreciate it. Even though I disagree 
with some of the policies that were proposed, I respect the right 
and appreciate the fact that the Congress — and most notably over 
in the Senate — have come forward with proposals to assist us or 
make more stringent requirements. 

But at the end of the day, we have got to execute it, and I really 
appreciate the fact that we are going to allow our commanders to 
hold that responsibility. And I hold my commanders responsible 
and make sure that they are taking these on. And as you men- 
tioned, it is not just sexual assault. I mentioned this in the State 
of the Coast Guard speech that we are putting out a revised alcohol 
abuse policy. I just got the final package on my desk last night and 
read it late, came in with a few alterations, but we will be putting 
out that policy over the next couple of days. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you. Admiral. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Culberson. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, I wanted to ask, if I could, a little bit more about the 
icebreaker program, which we all support and want to see you have 
that capability, because it is so vital, as the chairman has pointed 
out. 

As a Texan — and I know Judge Carter has heard this as well as 
a fellow Texan — Texas, I suppose, and Houston in particular, is to 
the oil and gas industry what Silicon Valley is to the computer in- 
dustry. And companies that the judge represents and that I rep- 
resent in the oil and gas industry have told us that they have dis- 
covered or gained access to more oil and gas in the last 10 years 
than has ever been discovered in the history of the United States. 
It is the largest mineral discovery in the history of the country. It 
dwarfs the Gold Rush of 1849, Spindletop, east Texas — you roll 
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them all together — west Texas, all of it together. And what we have 
been able to gain access to with this new technology in fracking, 
in shale, and in the ways that we are able to open up these old 
wells that were not producing, it is extraordinary. They are pro- 
ducing oil out of shale formations that weren’t even possible. 

So Judge Carter is exactly right. Particularly I wanted to ask you 
about two areas, about the icebreaker and also the Law of the Sea 
Treaty, because Bob Ballard, the discoverer of the Titanic, tells me 
that there are vast amounts of rare Earth elements that we as a 
country already have economic jurisdiction over and own on the 
flanks of the volcanoes that we took in the Pacific from the Japa- 
nese in World War II; that there is, under the Law of the Sea Trea- 
ty, if you can show that a geologic formation off the coast of your 
country is a part of the Continental Shelf, then you have the right 
under international law to develop all of those resources. 

So Judge Carter is exactly right. There is vast amounts of oil and 
gas out there underneath the Arctic Ocean, probably even more 
than we can imagine. 

By the way, they have also told me that they can make — the oil 
and gas companies — if we will just get out of the way, they can 
make America energy independent in less than 5 years if the gov- 
ernment would just get out of the way and let them do what they 
do best, which is produce oil and gas safely, cleanly and in an envi- 
ronmentally friendly way. They can make us completely energy 
independent. 

So those icebreakers are critical, and I wanted to ask what in the 
$6 million in this budget that you are recommending to this com- 
mittee, what is your acquisition strategy for the program? And 
when would we actually have a new icetoeaker breaking ice? It is 
a concern. You are talking about a billion-dollar-plus vessel, and 
how do you really make any headway building it with just a $6 
million down payment? What is the acquisition strategy, and when 
will we have an icebreaker in the water under your projected num- 
bers? 

Admiral Papp. A heavy polar icebreaker has not been built in 
this country for nearly 40 years now, so you want to be fairly cir- 
cumspect about the way you approach that and make sure — par- 
ticularly if you are only building one, and it costs a billion dollars, 
you better have the requirements right. So that is what we are 
doing right now. 

We could on our own decide how we want to build an icebreaker, 
but it would be big and tough, and it would be rough to live on. 
And it might break great ice, but it might not be compatible with 
all the scientists that our customers, or the Department of Defense, 
or the Department of Interior, NSF. 

So we are consulting across the interagency to make sure that 
we are coming up with the design that will meet the needs of the 
country since this is such a valuable asset, and that takes time. 
And you don’t need a large amount of money in the beginning be- 
cause you are working through that process of coming up with the 
requirements. 

What concerns me, however, is particularly as I am being con- 
strained closer to the billion-dollar range in my acquisition 
projects, I don’t know how you fit in a billion-dollar ice breaker, be- 
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cause at some point you are going to have to take — even if you do 
it with a multiyear strategy, you are going to have to go 300- or 
$400 billion in a couple of years, which would displace other very 
important things. 

So we are having to take a hard look at this. One way of doing 
it is to say, okay, this icebreaker serves the interagency. The De- 
partment of Defense could call upon us, NSF certainly does, and 
other agencies. Why should that not be a shared expense? And, oh, 
by the way, if all of these companies are going to be making that 
much money off of oil exploration in the Arctic, maybe they could 
share in the cost of this icebreaker. 

Mr. Culberson. Free enterprise is a wonderful thing. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

I don’t see any way right now, and I know that the President has 
committed us to designing an icebreaker. We haven’t committed to 
building an icebreaker yet. And if I am constrained at a billion dol- 
lars, I just don’t know how you do it, because I have higher prior- 
ities to build within that AC&I money. 

Mr. Culberson. Well, GSA charges rent to Federal agencies, you 
know, in buildings that the GSA builds. No reason you shouldn’t 
charge for the use of your icebreaker. 

Admiral Papp. Well, that is a creative solution that I would look 
forward to somebody proposing for us. But in the absence of that, 
I can only look at the conventional way that we do things. 

Mr. Culberson. I guarantee you that the oil and gas companies 
would help you pay for it, the scientific community. Particularly 
the oil and gas community. Because it is just unbelievable. In 
Houston, Texas, it is raining money in Houston, Texas, because 
they have actually figured out how to access — they are producing 
oil from pool table slate. Unbelievable. 

Admiral Papp. It would take some persuasion, sir, because I have 
been up to Alaska each of the last 4 years. I have talked to Shell 
and the other companies, and they are of the opinion that they al- 
ready pay a lot of money in taxes right now, and that to put that 
extra burden on them, they believe, would be unfair. 

Mr. Culberson. I mean just in terms of renting the ship and 
getting access to the ship, in order for them to get access out there, 
because the judge is right. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Admiral, as we discussed with the Secretary yester- 
day and other times, we need to look for efficiencies. Have you con- 
sidered working with CBP and the Air and Marine Division about 
leveraging the capabilities at Elizabeth City? Also, could you com- 
mit to working with CBP to further utilize their Air and Marine 
Operations Center? 

Admiral Papp. First of all, yes. I believe there are efficiencies to 
be gained. They fly H-60 helicopters; we have a product line down 
there that does very good work. We have the capability for doing 
that. I don’t know if we have got the full capacity to be able to do 
all of that work, but certainly we could adjust that. And I think 
we have done an aviation commonality study with CBP under the 
direction of the former Deputy Secretary, and we are continuing to 
work towards that. I think since we already have a world-class fa- 
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cility down there, I don’t know why CBP would be sending their 
aircraft somewhere else to be maintained. 

Mr. Carter. Well, that is kind of the thinking we had. There is 
no reason to have duplication. We ought to be able to work together 
to maintain these various airframes. 

Admiral Papp. Right. 

Mr. Carter. And in operations, as our mission requires team- 
work, we want to encourage that teamwork. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. And there is plenty going on out there, 
sir. I have seen numerous ways. In my recent travels I was out in 
San Diego just a couple of weeks ago, and we have a command cen- 
ter out there that brings together Customs and Border Protection, 
the Border Patrol, and Air and Marine, in addition to State law en- 
forcement agencies and the municipal law enforcement agencies. 
And we are leveraging all of those assets to take on this challenge 
that you talked about earlier with the Mexican pangas coming 
across the border. 

Mr. Carter. Okay. I have one more question. We all know this 
budget does not fund the Coast Guard this Nation needs. If we can 
find additional funds, where do we start? What are your unfunded 
priorities? 

Admiral Papp. Well, probably in a less constrained environment, 
I certainly would have put more of the Fast Response Cutters in 
the budget. You are absolutely right, we gain efficiencies by keep- 
ing the production line running full down there. I think with build- 
ing two, because it would be an extension of the current contract, 
we can could probably come up with a pretty good price, but we 
come up with the best price if we are doing the full loading of six 
per year, which is what the shipyard can handle. That plays to- 
wards the recapitalization that is so important to us. 

If I had the wherewithal, I would restore our operational effi- 
ciencies, our operational reductions. We need to have our people 
out there doing their mission. We have to have the presence. The 
biggest driver for dissatisfaction for Coast Guard people is not 
being able to do their job. And if they know they are getting fewer 
boat hours, fewer aircraft and ship hours, not only does it reduce 
our mission effectiveness, but it doesn’t allow them to do the things 
that they have been trained to do. And it also hurts our ability to 
keep them in their highest playing form, their best state of pro- 
ficiency, so that they are safe when they go out there and do this 
dangerous work that we send them out to do. So restoration of op- 
erations is always important. 

Maintenance funds. We are forced to squeeze down maintenance 
funds, and any time we get extra maintenance funds, it helps us 
to take care of those housing units that we talked about. It helps 
us on some of the renovation projects on some of our older cutters 
that we are doing. It helps to keep moving them along. 

So operations and maintenance are, sir, the holy grail for us. And 
then, as I said, it is tough to live within the constraints of that 
AC&I budget, so I would turn towards increasing that, but it has 
got to be balanced across the board. And that is really what I tried 
to do for 4 years is maintain balance, not cutting back on mission 
support fully or dumping it all on operations. Whatever we have 
done has been a balanced approach. But we are down to the point 
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now where we just can’t squeeze anything more out of this rock 
without losing significant numbers of people. 

And I would say that is probably the thing, if I have any regret 
at all at this 4-year point, when I look and I see that from a high- 
water mark in fiscal year 2012 in the middle of my term as Com- 
mandant, we have lost a thousand Coast Guard people due to effi- 
ciencies and squeezing down. We face the prospect of losing other 
800. 

I have always known from the start that people are the most im- 
portant thing, because the fewer people we have, the less Coast 
Guard you have, the less operations we have. And, sir, I want to 
give you one little anecdote, the little prices we pay along the way 
as we squeeze down. 

My Master Chief Petty Officer of the Coast Guard has been 
pushing a physical fitness program. We are finally to the point 
where we have tested it, and we are almost ready to implement it, 
and they come in to give me the briefing, and at the end of the 
briefing they said, but of course in the fiscal year 2015 budget, we 
have had to cut all of our health-promotion specialists across the 
Coast Guard because we have noplace to go to gain efficiencies. So, 
I mean, it is only 13 people, but they are 13 people that were lo- 
cated at each one of our bases to supervise health-promotion pro- 
grams that services my people. 

Special pay. I am having to cut back on special pay for those peo- 
ple who go out and do those hazardous assignments. 

And that is what hurts me. I want to provide the best for my 
people. I want to retrain my people, because I know we need them. 
And this gradual squeezing down, it is nibbling away, and at some 
point we just won’t be able to do it anymore, and we will just have 
to do some sort of major cut. 

I lived through it in the 1990s where we had to lose about 6,000 
people in the Coast Guard, and it took us a long time to recover 
from that. I was talking to Admiral Kramek the other night, he 
was the Commandant at the time, and it was terrible. And I know 
it was terrible because I was a more junior officer at the time. 

If there is anything I can leave you with it is taking care of the 
people and making sure we got enough people to do the job, be- 
cause even though I say we will cut back on the work, coasties just, 
if they lose the person next to them, they will just work twice as 
hard. Even though we tell them not to, they will work twice as 
hard to get the job done. So it breaks my heart to have to let people 
go. 

Mr. Carter. Well, Admiral, this subcommittee thanks you for 
your service. Coming to the conclusion, I will tell you that I have 
got a lot of old Marine friends who will tell you that the Marine 
Corps likes to brag they fight their wars with other people’s left- 
overs. I think the coasties can use the same argument, that they 
fight their part of this war with other people’s leftovers and do a 
good job. And we will continue to do our best to make sure that 
the Coast Guard has its needs filled. Thank you for your service. 

Admiral Papp. I am deeply indebted to all of you. Thank you. It 
has been an honor. 
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Mr. Carter. No further questions? 

Mr. Price. No further questions. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. At this time we will stand adjourned. Thank you. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE John Carter 

Admiral Robert J. Papp, Jr., Commandant, United States Coast 
Guard 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Coast Guard Budget Request 
March 12,2014 


Coast Guard Civilian Emoiovcc- Senior Executive Servicc/Managcinent 

Question: Please list all Coast Guard SES bonuses provided in 2013 by position, office and bonus amount, 
using the same format as you provided similar data last year. 

ANSWER: 


Organization 

Position Title 

Bonus 

Amount’*^ 

FORCECOM 

DEPUTY, FORCE READINESS COMMAND 

$7,234 

Headquarters 

DIRECTOR FOR CIVIL RIGHTS 

$8,985 

Headquarters 

DEP DiR OF GOVERNMENTAL AND PUB AFFAIRS 

$8,265 

Headquarters 

DEPUTY JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL 

$11,501 

Headquarters 

CH PROCURE LAW COUNSEL & CH TRIAL ATTY 


Headquarters 

DEP DIR OF PERSONNEL MGM'F 

$8,104 

Headquarters 

DEP ASST COMDT FOR IN TEL & CRIMN INVES 


Headquarters 



Headquarters 

mm 1 lillii 1 1 1 III 1 III 1 M 


Headquarters 

DIRECTOR OF COMMERCIAL REGULATIONS 

$8,167 

Headquarters 

DIR OF MARINE TRANS SYST MOMT 

■ni'iM 

Headquarters 

DEP ASST COMDT FOR C4&1T & DEP CIO 

$8,690 

Headquarters 

DIR OF FINANCE OPS/COMPTROLLER 

$8,372 

Headquarters 

DEPUTY CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

$8,864 

Headquarters 



Headquarters 

DEPUTY ASST. COMDT. FOR ACQ & DiR ACQ 

$11,400 

Headquarters 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF ACQUISITION PROGRAM 

$8,885 

Headquarters 

DIRECTOR IAS & FPA 

$8,242 

Headquarters 

DIR OF GLOBAL MOTR COORD CTR 

$7,208 

NPFC 

DIR NATL POLLUTION FUNDS CTR 

$7,981 

TOTALS: 


$166,410 


' Includes Presidential rank awards 

■■ FY 1 3 SES Bonuses were distributed prior to sequester. 
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2. Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the 20 1 5 budget for bonuses for SES 
employees, and non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: 



FY2015 

Estimated Amounts’ 

SES Employees 

$206,180 

Non-SES Employees 

$6,763,463 

TOTAL 

$6,969,643 


‘The estimated amounts are included in the civilian pay 
request and pend enacted funding levels. 


3. Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by Coast Guard and all uses 
of Coast Guard aircraft, if fully reimbursed, for travel of political employees for travel in 2012 thru the 
present. Include name of individual traveling (including ALL non-Coast Guard personnel), location(s) 
visited, total cost (direct and indirect), and purpose of the travel. 

ANSWER: 


PDF e-mail attachments which accompanied this “QFR MASTER DOC” contain the requested 2012, 
2013 and 2014 Flight Hour Cost Tables. The applicable attachments for this QFR #3 are entitled: 

“QFR No.3-Attchmt-l_HAC-HLS-USCG Budget Hearing (2012 FlightHr Costs)” 

”QFH No.3-Attchmt-2_HAC-HLS-USCG Budget Hearing (2013 FlightHr Costs)” 

“QFR No.3-Attchmt-3_HAC-HLS"USCG Budget Hearing (2014 FlightHr Costs)” 

Tbe Flight Hour Cost Tables include; 

(1) Summary invoice Tab - broken down by aircraft, monthly, and includes summary SATCOM and 
travel charges if applicable. 

(2) QTRLY Manifest Tabs - Aircraft, hours, destinations, personnel 

**NOTE** There is no specific "purpose" other tlian DUS S1/S2 requested travel to these destinations 
per the agreement 

(3) SATCOM Tabs - self explanatory 
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FY 2012 - Non-Coast Guard Personnel — tl.S. Coast Guard Aircraft Usage 

Pages 78 through 1 1 5 of the DHS FY 1 3 Congressional Report titled: 

“Executive Aircraft Usage and Funding” (excerpted below) 

Documents all Coast Guard FY 2012 Aircraft usage for non-Coast Guard personnel travel. 


FY 2012 Trips 





















Qssli 


C« 6 t 


Dent- 

F«c» 


Mfac. Tr»wt 


(CcamiiMtaiaimi. 

TniB»Bwrt»ttoti> 


Secr^Eiry N^litwio amiUd to 
Ncsth Carolim (o paitic'tpete in 
events with Represeittative Dbvu! 
Price. The Secfeiaiyand 
Reiresentative Price psticipsted ina 
DKindt^le discussion on science snd 
ledvwlogy at Research Trisr^e Park 
m Ralei^ and received a tmefrng 
about the Natifsia} Co!ld»ntive for 
Bio-Ihreparedncss al the University of 
North Caroline at Ch^I KH). The 
Secretary then deliver^ the keynote 
address as the Teny Sanford 
OslingutdKd Lecturer at Duke 
Univcraty. 


Raici^NC, 

OvvelHiiLNC; 
Durham. NC 


Secretary Napolitano traveled to 
Chicago, IL to deirvv cemarloi at the 
Intemaiioral Associeiion of Oueti of 
Police General Assembly. 


Oticago. n.; 
Albuquerque. NM 
(Pnwnal) 


Secretary NapoiitaiK) traveled to 
Nogales. Artzona with Commiatoner 
Bersin to meet with border patrol 
^ents and swTcy the border. In 
SoMudak. AZ the Secreury 
delivered remarks at the Amencan 
Israel Public Aflsira Committee's 
Nrtional Summit an Foreign Ptdicy 
and Mitics 


Nobles. AZ. 
Sctntsdak. AZ 


Secretary Napolitano traveled to New 
Yotk City to spe^ to the 
Intemattonal Association of Airport 
and Seaport Police. 


NewY«k,NY 


L 


79 














Travriitr 

Start Date 

Fnd narta 

F^rtxwe «f Traval 

madon 

Govt 

Aireri^ 

Goil 

Ajrcrafl 

State 

DecL 

Fa«a 

Mbc.Trgval 

FvpanMa 

fCeaimisiki^Qm. 








SI 

n/4/2on 

11/6/2011 

Stxretary Napolilano tm-eled to 
C^rforack) Springs, CO to meet with 
General Claries Jacoby of NORAEV 
NORTHCOM 

Colorado Springs, 
CO, Albuquerque, 
NMO^rsonal) 

$49,419 

MIL/dR 


$<» 

SI 

n/9^11 

IMOaOli 

Secretay Napolitano trav’eled to 
Nassw, to dclK-er keyrwte 

remarks to Uk Caribbean Basin 

Seciff iiy Inidative u tie U.S.- 
Cenbb^ Security CooperMinn 
Dialogue. She held a bibileni] 
meetir^ with her Dahamisn 
cowcerMTt. 

■ 

$19.9«3 

USCG 

$3,700 

$.332 

SI 

11/11/2011 

11/15/2011 

Secretary Napoiitano traveled to 

Oslo, Morway and Stockholm. 

Sweden In Oslo, the Secretary 
participated ki bilueral meetir^ with 
the NorwegBTV Ministers of Justice 
and Polioe. She ptaticipated ins 
cerenKsiy to horrar the vtctims of 
Norw^'s demestic terrorist attack. 

The Secretary abo panicipaied in a 
luncheon ho^d by dte American 
Chamber of Commerce and visaed 
(he Norwegian Computer Emcrgertcy 
Etesponse Team (NorCERT) Facility 
(n ^ockholm, the Secretary met wiA 
the Director OoxtbI for the Swedish 
Civil Contingencies Agency. MtnistCT 
of JiBtice, Minister for Foreign 

Aflaim. Minister of Defense, and 
Minister for EU AfTaira. The 

Secretary also delivered remarks on 
cyberseciruy at the Utrik^ioliitsks 
Inslititet. 

Bologna. Italy 
(Penonal). Chlo, 
Nofway; 

Stodchoim. 

Swedeiv 

$140,930 

MILAIR 

$7,320 

$1,224 

SI 

BIBAWni 

BlWiWiltl 

Pcrsoml 

Yoscmite, CA 




V) 


RO 





























Si n/aa-'^iJ }2/06G011 Secretary N^tano ^ekd to piins.Fimce: SIS34I9 MILAIR SH5^ SI.673 

Pari% France, for the G6 Summit I Doha. Qtiar. Abu 
where she met wilh Polish Interior | Dhabi, U A£ 


Mmisto- Cichocki, Military Attvisor 
lo the Presiiknt General 
Foreign Poiiqr Arlvborto the 
lYcsidem JeaivlTavid Leville, Italian 
Ii^iior Mnidcr Canceliieri, Gennen 
Intenor Miniao' Friedrich, and UK 
Home Secrettfy May. She aiw 
partictp^ed in the 1 MinistenaL 
The Secrelary participated in a 
meeting and joint pe w confererKe 
with Aomitey General Holder and 
French Miniaier of irKerior Guesm 
and met with French MiniAer of 
luAice Mercier and Frendt Secretary 
General Delon. She ^icke to the 
AmericBn Chamber of Coininerce in 
I^s abotA the imp«tar>ce of private 
secuntypartrKrahqM in securing 
cyberafAce end delivered a speech at 
(he Ecloe Nfiliiarie / Military School 
about intemational ert^gements and 
Homeland Security psrtnenhipa 
abroad The Secrei^ then traveled 
to Doha, Qatar to moei with Minister 
of Interim' Sheikh AbduDsh AhThrn 
andsigna DedaralkmofPrincifdes 
and Intent on impieinenling the 
Immigration Advisory Pro^am The 
Secretary then held bilateral meetir^ 
with Qatari Heir Apparent Sheikh 
Tamin Al-Thani ar^ Aaorney 
Ocnerol Anomey Gownl Alt Al- 
Marri, The SecreteA' also traveled to 
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FY 20 12 Trips 





Pt^pnsf irf Travel 


£ov:i 


State 

Pert. 

Fws 

Miac. Travel 

Siesas 






Cost 


Transoortatiosl 




Dhabi, UAE to deliver a keynote 
ffiklress at the Gulf States dobe) 

Rilice Sjtnposiun) co-hosted by LA 
County SherifT Baca sid Sheik Saif 
Bin Zayed al Nayahn. She held 
bifateral meetings with Saif Bin 

Zayed at Nayahn and Sheikh Hanidan 
Bin hMsrak Al Kahyan. Minister of 
Ihibtic Works. Chmmian of the 

H^Jsr CommiUee for UAE Civil 
Seaports and Airport Secuhiy. She 
vcitcd Abu Dhabi's CuAoma 

Academy elong whh US. 

Imm^ation and Cuoonis 

Enforcement Director Morton 

Secretary Nepoliteno then traveled to 
Dtdisi. UAEtoseeairpcnaeouriiy 
operadona at the Dubai Iniemationsit 
Airport and met with airport police 
Ek^adier General Bin Than!. She had 
a bibleral meeting with Prime 

Mioialer Sheik H.£. Mohammed Bin 
Kashid Al hfaktoum . 






SI 

MUgSaCTll 

■WiltHllIl 

esssi^h^^^hhih^i 

Ei5SSS3iSE9H 

■ESESa 

B^HI 


SO 



j2-'i5.':on 

Secretary Napobtsw travded to 
Scottsdale, AZ for a taped inioview 
with JuOtce O’Connor 


S39.870 

USCG 


so 

S! 

12/23.'2011 


Persoral 

uSSEl^SSH 

i53.572 

USCG 


$0 



■iiHC-gan 

Personal 


$32,330 

USCG 



so 


82 
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FY 2012 Trips 


Traveler 

Star! Date 

8n4P«» 

pBfPweafTravTl 

Destmation 

Goy't 

6SSS3& 

Co»t 


$t«tv 

Dent 

fSSi 

MtelrwM 

£H£U£2 

fCotaamBtothwg. 

Tralai!wS4«M>! 


■ 


Fctwvt} Openting Base, and 
panic^xited in s forder Patrol 

MiBler. 






SI 

oiaiaon 

02/29/2012 

Secretly Na{x>!ilano traveled to 
Me»co C^y, Mexico where she tnci 
with Secretly orFinnee Meade and 
Secretly of Governance Pom and 
a DedsiBlion of 

Fyinctples/Bilalersl Strategic Plan 
focusing on priority iniliMives 
uiderway such as fRscreening pilots, 
bilateral port security committees, 
aid the expansion of Glc^xtl Entry in 
Mexico; an Intercoruiectivity Security 
A^eement, to feciiicate infermsiion 
dmhrtg initiatives between DH5 and 
its Mexico ccninleri»ri; and a Joint 
Stalemenl on Global Supply Chain 
Sectri^ 9ie then traveled to 
Guatemala CSty. Guaiemato. where 
idte met with Foreign Minister 
Calnlieros, MiniHer of Gov enunen 
Lopez Bonilla, National Security 
Adrisor Bustamante, aid Minister of 
[>efeRSC General Anzieto and signed 
a bilateral advance passenger 
'nfomialion daring Memorandum of 
Understandir^ which allows DHS to 
collect, share, and analyze data on air 
passengers prior to their armal at 
intemationd arrporU The Secretary 
rKxt cavekd to Sen Salvador, El 
Salvador where she met with 

Presidera Funea. Foreign Minister 
Martim and Pubbe Safety Minister 
hfunsuia and siKned n bdaleral 

Mexico City. 
Mexico; 

Guatemala 
Guatemala. San 
Salvador, E) 
Salvador. San 

Jose, CiMa Rica; 
Panama City. 
Pamma 

S63,223 

USCG 

S9.300 

S330 


84 
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FY 2012 Trips 







Sssh 

Alrcnrfl 

Cast 

1 ^^ 


^|| 




sdvEincc psssii^ mfmnai)«> 
sbs-if^ Mcmcna^um of 
Understanding. The Secretary' then 
traveled to San Jose, Co^a Rica, 
where she met with Presiderd 
Oiinchilb and signed a (^lateral 
advance passenger infonnation 
diarir^ MemoraHhun of 
Uraleistanding. Finally, (he Secictar)' 
traveled to Panama City, Panama to 
meet with Minisicr of Secuhiy 

Mulino, sign the Global S^>p]y 

Oiain ^tistive sanecnent intent 
and delivo' remailis at the Integrated 
Border Manaecnient Seminar 






SI 

03<02/20!2 

03.^2/2012 

Secretary Napolitffito traveled to 
Ottawa, Canada to partkipate in the 
Cnss>Bradtf Crime Forum with 
AComey General RoMer and 

Caiadian Mtnisier of Ptdilic Safety 
Toew^ and Cotadjan AltorrtQr 

Gerrerai and hfiruster of Justice 
Nicholson The foium roctsed on die 
Next Gerwration of Cross-Border 
[niegraied Law Enforcement 
(NxtCen), information sharing, and 
the AdrnincstrBtion'sNcrthem Border 
Countemarccxics Stntegy, among 
od>er topics Secretary Napolttarto. 
Attorney General Holder ainl 

Minister Toews also sigrwd a 
Metnorandum of Understanding to 
better |x%ven( and combat human 
smuggling and traflicbng 

AddKionaily. ihc Secretary' 
participated in a bilat with Mirasler 

Ottawa, Canada 

S 10,849 

MILAIR 

SI, 500 

SO 


11 
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FY 2012 Trips 


Travricr 

Start Date 

End Date 

Pufrnoae af Travel 

grsthiafl_QB 

Gov’t 

Alraraft 

Coat 

Alnraft 

State 

I^aL 

Fm 

MIm. Travel 

.Bsiitgitl 

fCoaiffltmkatlOQa. 

rrmaDortaUtm) 

SI 

04'-3(X2012 

05.''06/2012 

On May 2, Secretaiy Napotitano 
traveled to Wello^ton. Hew Zcaknl 
where ^ met with Prime Minister 
Join Key and participated in 
lateral meetings with Minister of 
Foreign AiTaira Murray McOilly. 
Customs Mmister Kfeunce 

Williamson. Justice Minister Cedtins. 
Immigr^Oion Minister Guy, Altomey 
General Finlsyaon, Leader of the 
Opposition David Shearer, and n»et 
with Aninssadffl- Huehner. Secretary 
Napoiitano s%ned the followittg 
agreements with New Zealand: 
Statement of Intent to Prevent arvl 
Ormbel Serious Crime, Statement of 
IrtterA to Ccan bat Oktel T rafTickii^ 
in Persou, Statemerti of Intent on 
TrustedTravelerCoc^mratitm. arid 
Statement of Imerit on Intemelions} 
Targeting Cooperation Additionally. 
Secretary Napobiano met with 

National Police and Officials 
Cammioee for Domestic and 

External Security Coordinatton. On 
May:}^ Secretary Napoli&no 
traveled to Cteberra, Australia as pan 
of a White House delegation to 
peitKipate in the ?0th Anniversary of 
the Battle of Coral Sea 

Commemoration Services Jn 

Canberra, Seaetary Napotitano 
sgned a Joint Statement on 

Cowlehng Transnaticnal CVimc. 
Terrorisn and Violent Extremism 
with Attorncv-Oeneral and Minuter 

Benolulu, HI, 
Wella^lon, NZ; 
Catberra, 

AiBlialia; 

Bri^iene, 

Australia 

%2(MJS99 

USCG 

S8,253 

S444 
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FY 2012 Trips 


TravHfT 

Start Date 


Pur wMe of Travel 


Gov’t 

AIrcraB 

Cost 

Aireraft 

Dent 

Miac. Travrt 
ExoeiBcs 
rCommimicatiom. 
TramoortidioR) 




for Emer^ncy Management Ntcoia 
Roxon, undcn«c»i3tg die 
coJlsbcmion between tSe two nations 
to combat temvist etd enminai 
ducats. Secretary Napolitarw also met 
with Minister for Home Affairs, 

Justice and EJefoue Materiel Jason 
dare to signs Statement of Intent on 
Frequent Traveler Facilfiation; a Joint 
Sitf meni on the Deve bpaait a 

Framework for Cooperative 
iMemattorBl Taisetir^ and 
Assessment; and a Joint StMetnerW on 
Global Chain Secunt>', 

reafTETining the oommitmenl of both 
emotes to strengthen the global 
supply chain while facilitating 
internatitmal trade and travel 

Secretary Napobono additionalty met 
bilaterally with Senator George 
Brandis, Shadow AttOTney-General 
Secretary Napohlano also joined 
AiBtrelian National Secunty Advisor 
Dr. Margot McCarthy for a 
roundtable discussitm on naiionai 
security, highlighting the ooniiraied 
cooperation between the two nations 
to address evolving threats, inchidiiig 
cDuntertrtg vtoleni cidremiam and 
cyberscciffity On May S, Secretary 
Nepoiiiano ptfticipaW in a TOlh 
AnniversBry of the Battle of Cornl 

Sea Comroeinnation Services in 
Brisbane Australia and traveled to 
Honolulu, HI to visit the USCG 

Sector Konolula HI. 
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FY 2012 Trips 


PH 


Fnd Itetc 


pim 

Ssili 

Aircraft 

Aircraft 

Stale 

Dept. 

Mi«c.Travri 

Esbcbscs 


nn 






Bs 

TmspwHtlMi) 

SI 

■ 

■ 



$21, <■>95 

USCG 

■ 

$0 

SI 

05/16.^12 

o5n&mn 

lliliiiiii 

New London. CT 

SO 

li-SCG 

■ 

IS 

SI 

05-'l7»20l2 

QSi2Amn 

Secretary Napolitano traveled to 
Mmiich, Gennany to job UA 

Attorney Geneml Eric Holder and her 
imernotianal cwtterparu at the G6* 1 
Conference of Home Aflairs 

Ministers to discuss e ffoits to conbai 
(entnsni and mlem^ional piracy, 
and enswe a safe, secure arid lesiiient 
globd 5t9Pb’ chain. in 

Munich, Secretary Nopolrtano met 
Gennsn interior Minister HaiB-Peter 
Friedrich, Bavarian Iraerior Mbister 
Joachim Hermann. Spanidi (nterior 
MirtistO' Jor^ Femuidez Diaz, 

Polidi Interior Minister Jaoek 

Ckhodu, UK Home Minister 

Theresa May, Italian Interior Miinster 
Anna Maria CarKeihen mi French 
Interior Miniver Kbnue! Vails 
Secretary Napobtarvo also joined 
An<OTey Genera! Hoider. Bavarbn 
JiElice Minister Beale Merk arv) 
Bavarian Imehor Mbister Hermam 
for a discussion on cybersectriiy. 
ht^^tinglhe importance of 
bformaiKSi dtarine and cooperation 

Munidi. Germany; 
Jausalcm, Israel. 
Td Aviv, laael; 
Amman. Jordan 

$98,953, 

MEL AIR 

SI2.550 

12,242 


89 
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to address evoh’ij^ cyber threats. Hk 
S ecTetaryebo visited the Munich 
Felice HeadquartensOpeTHtiens 
Center and paid her retfttcU to the 
victims of the Holocaust ei Dachau 
Concerfiratitm Camp Secreiaiy 
Napolitsno then traveled to Jerusalon 
where she met with Israeli Presideni 
Shimon Peres and signed a Joml 
Statement on titt unplenienuticm of 
the Global Bttry trusted traveler 
progism ft? Israeli citiaens with 
Foreign Minister Avigdor Ltcbcnwin 
While in Jerusalem. ^Kieiary 
Napolitano also met with Minisfa of 
the Irterior Eh Yiahai, Mintsta of 
Public Security Viuhah 
AheroncmcK Israel NBtional (^:di«e 
Catnmissioner Yochanan Danmoand 
IDirecicv of the Natiorwl Cyber 
Bureau Dr. Eviatar Matonia. 

Secreiaiy Napolitano concluded her 
visit to Israel, deirvefmg remarks on 
the Deparonent's collaboration with 
mterraijonal parirten to combat 
tetrerism and taciltate trade and 
travel at the IntemationsI Institule for 
Couiter-Terronsm. and met with 
Israeli Prime Minister Ber\jmtn 
Netanyahu, Nhnisier of Defense Ehud 
Barak and Minister of Home FrorB 
Deferse Malan Vilani to discuss 
cooperation and recent progress on 
issues related (o information sharing. ; 
global supply chain security, aviation j 
secuntv and cmereency manaeunenl I 
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Travrttr Stan Date TjidDate 


S«;ret8ry Napohtano traveled to 
Jcrdai where she met with King 
AMuilah n and Prime Mtniaer Fayez 
TarewneK and delivered remarks on 
women and nesi generation 
leader^tp in securKy at the Cohimbta 
University Middle East Research 
Center. She also met with Minister of 
Intenor Chaieb A1 Zubi, Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the 
Jordanian Armed Fcnea Lt General 
Matfial Al Z^n and Director of 
General Inell^nce Directcrate 
Major General Faisal Shobaki to 
discuB cooperation on issues Tcbted 
to combating human trafTwking, 
enhencirg inforinaticn sharing and 
secunngintematicnal travel and 
du;^iRg. Secretary N'^obtano then 
met wUh Prince El Hassan bin Talai 
aixl signed a Memorandum of 
Coopetatkn with Minister of 
Trarepext Ha^em Al Masaeed to 
promcie CDllaboranan and 
information .duving on aviation 
security between the Transportation 
Security Administration arul the 
Jordanian Civil Aviatasi Kegulatcay 
Commisaon. Secrelsry Napolitaio 
also visiied the King Husein 
MoM)ue, which wws built in honor of 
the tale King Hussein of Jordan 
While in Amman, Seaetaiy 
Nspolitano met with King Abdidtoh 
n, fVime Minisier Ftyez Tarawneh. 
htnister of Foremn Alfa us Nasser 
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FY 2012 Trips 


TtBvckr 

StarlPirtc 


INb-dsm of Travel 

Dedin allMi 

PI 

Almwft 

St^ 

Pept- 

Tcea 

Mkc.Jjave| 

ysecBMa 

(Crwtaunkatlons. 

TramooriatkHi) 

1 

1 


Judeh. Mirier c^Itleriw Obaieb A1 
Zubi. Chainnanorthe lourtChicfix^ 
Staff of the Jwdanian Aneed Forces 

U. G«n«rei Mashal A] Zaben snd 
DirMor of General Intelligence 
Directoraie Major General Faial 
Sho^aki to discuss ccxiperation 
betweoi the mo nations on Uauea 
such as law enforcement, ariatim 
seovT^ and global si^ly chain 
security 






SI 

06.'01/2012 

06/01/2012 

Secretary' Napolitano visited the 
National Hutricane Center in Miaioi, 
FL and hasted a Govimors’ 

HurhcBK Preparechiess video 
leleccmfaence along with FEMA 
Administnuor Craig Fugate. 

Secretary Napolitano also met with 
Govemv Scott. 



WlLAiR 

1 

■ 

S! 

06'03.'2052 

06^042012 

Secretary Napolitano traveled to New 
York. NY to receive a Nawnal 
Leadership aw»d &ttni the V£T 
council arid participaie in the Israeli 
Clay Parade 9ie held nreetingr with 
the Voices of Wll. Chairmanof 
l/xm Hotels Jonathan Tisch. snd 

CEO of NYC&Co George Fertina. 

The Secretary abo visited the FDNY 
Fire Academy. 

New York, N>' 

S6.573 

USCG 


$371 

SI 

06/14/2012 

06/17/^12 

F^rsoml 

Danville. CA 

$50,196 

USCG 




92 









Si 06/20/2012 06/23^12 Secretary Napoliianolravcted to Coposh^en, $82,660 USCG $12,887 $1,441 

Ccpoihagen. Denmark to join Dnunaik, Paris, 

Attorney General Eric Holcter artd Ikt France; Brussels. 

European counterpem for the Belgium 

biannual U.S.-Eurqxan Union (EU) 

Justice and Home AlTan Miniaernt 
10 discuss LI S.-EU efTorls related to 
berder man^emeni, countering 
violeni extremism, tew enforcement 
ccK^rerauoa global supply chain 
security, aviation security and 
cybersecurHy. During the Ministerial 
meetings, S«re4ary NapoHuno 
joined Eli Vice President and 
Commissioner for Juaioe, 

Fundamental Rights and Cttizenlup 
V'tviane Reding; HU Commmoncr 
fw Home Affairs Cecilia MalnMtidtn. 

Q'pnia Minister of Jusice and Public 
Order Lciucss Louea, and Danidt 
Minister of Justice Morten Bedsfcor 
to discus the Oepanmem'a 
coopertttion to expand infonnatioit 
sharing and improve oir ability m 
Kknlify and address threats. 

Secretary Napoiilano traveled to Pans 
and Brussels to meet with her 
counterparts and disciss the 
Depotmeru's coUaboretionwith 
intemstionai panners on information 
sharing cibersecurity, end 
facilitating legitimate trade and 
travel In Paria, Secretary NapolKano 
met with Secretary General for 
Deferwe and Kalional Security 
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FY 2012 Trips 


Traveltr 

Start Dale 


IhinXHte efTravrt 

DeslbtaHon 

Gov’t 

Aircraft 

Coat 


WMs. 

Pert- 

Fees 

M»c.Trav^ 

Rwpemes 

fConnwicatlom. 

TniRSDOiltdioR) 




Francis r>e!«i ^ Mirast«r of the 
InCcnor Manuel Veits. Secreteo* 
N^wiitano then traveled to Brusseb 
where she met with Be^iaii Mimster 
of the Interior loille Milquet, smior 
representabves from the Ministry of 
Foreign AlTatrs and Vice Presicl^ of 
the European Commission and 
Cemmissioner fOTTranspOTtstion 

Siim Kailas. Secretary Nqwbtano 
will meet with Wcvld Customs 
Organization Secretary General 

Kuiuo Mikuriya ti»norrow to discuss 
intRnationa] collaborslion to seeme 
the g}(^ stQiply chain adiile 
fscilustins trs^ 






S! 

o&zemn 

<»26'20!2 

Secretary Mapolitano traveled to 
Orlando to deliva remarks at the 
Wmnen in Fedi^l Law Ertforcement 
Annual Lcaderahip Training 
Conference and meet with DHS Law 
Enforceinent Representatives. 

Orlando. FL 

$18,996 

USCQ 



S} 

06/i(X'20i2 

06/3a'2012 

Secretary NapoLtano traveled to 
Dallas. TX Co dehver remwks at the 
National Latirro Ptace OfTicm 
Asociation Annia] Event and 
present the Officer of the Year Award 
and Medal of Valor Award. 

Dallas, TX 

$2.S.498 

USCG 



SI 

07/0:;2012 

07, '03/2012 

Secretary Nepohtano, Secretary of 
Apiculture Tom Vilsack artd U S. 

Fire Administrator Chief Ernest 
Mitchell visited Colorado and Idaho 
to survey or^oing wtldltre respome 
efforu on the ground, iletnk first 
resoonders batticne the (ires, meet 

Denver, CO. 
Colorado Spnrigs, 
CO; B«se, ID 

$31,284 

USCG 


S249 


94 
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FY 20 12 Trips 


Traveler 

start Date 


Pifrpose sf Trayfl 

Dc Ablation 

Gov’t 

Aircraft 

Cost 

m 

H 

|jgg| 






■■ 


1 



with state and local oHiciais md 
wkrscore the Adfnirustnrtion's 
support for impacted oommunities. In 
Colorado, Secretaries Napoiitano and 
Vilsack, and ChierMilcheli met with 
federal, stale and local firefightera 
and volunteers arsl survej'ed atlected 
areas. In Boise, Secretaries 

Napoiitann and Vjlsaek. and Chief 
Mitchell visiled the NaDore] 
Interegency Fire Center , which 
coordinates resources from the U S. 
FcRst Service to respond to fires 
Bcros: the countrv. 






SI 



Persomi 


S37.0O2 

USCG 


so 

SI 

07/10/2012 

07/13^2012 

Secretary Napolitano traveled to 
&aal lo meet with internaliaTBl 
counterparts to discuss joint effaiu to 
combat human trafTtckin^ enhance 
aviation ertd ^ofaal si^ly chain 
security, and focilitate legitimate 
trade and travel. 

In Brasilia, Secretary Napolitano 
signeda Joint StUemeni on Global 
Si^ly Chain Security with Brazilian 
Fimnce Minister Gut^ Mantega and 
Duedor of Customs Carlos Alberto 
Freitas Barrao. an agreement on 
combating hianan trafficking with 
PresiderK at the Braztian Supreme 
Federal Court and Chief JiBtice 

Carlos Ayres Brioo; a Statement of 
Intent to est&t^ish a Visa Waiver 
Ptograni Working Group with 

Foreictn Minister Anlonio de Asuiv 

Brasilia. Brazil; 

Sao Paulo, %aal. 
Soilo Domingo, 
Doflimican 
R^ublk, San 

Juary Pueno Rico 

$103.26 

6 

USCG 

$3,554 

$1,046 


95 
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FY 20 12 Trips 




PM Date 

Purpose of Trav^ 

DeiUtnattMi 

Gov’t 


State 

Pert. 

Fees 

Mi*r. Travel 






£S^ 


TramoortaUenl 




l^tfioia, and sm Joint St^cincnt 

Inters on Civil Aviation Sectrity witfi 
Mmtder of Civil Aviation Wagner 
Bitterwouri 

In SSo Paulo, Ikazil, Secretary 
Kopolilana met with the Cutstctl of 
the Americas. S3a Paulo Mayor 
Gilbeno Kaasah. the So 

Secretary of Securily Edsom On^ 
and the Imeilectual Proper^ Rights 
Task Force to discuss inrormatkin 
sharing. irMllectiel {vopeny ri^Ks 
atfarcemeni, and combAtng 
counterreiting srxl pirac)' of media 

In Santo Domingo, Dominican 
Republic, the Secretary met with 
President Leonel Fernandez and 
Dominican Republic ofTiciok to 
disciBs law enfarcement cooperation 
and ongoing efTorts to combat illicit 
traflicking. Secielar)’ Napoiiurto 
sigrted a Joint StatemerU of Intere on 
Aviation Securit>'. a Joint Staiemenl 
on Combating TrafTicIcing in Persons, 
and a Joint Statement on Global 

S^iply Chain Securily withMintstcr 
orForeign Ailairs Carlos Morales 
Troncoso and Minister of the Armed 
Forces LieuMrent Qenenil Jaoquin 
Vbsilio Perez. Sccreta^^ Kapoiitano 
also met with Attorney General 
Radlnmes Jimenez arid other law 
enforcement and militarv leaden 
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FY 2012 Trips 




SndXHU 



tky’l 


Stale 

Pent 

Fees 

IVfisc. Travirf 

SlfNrnff 






Cost 


Tr»BS9ortatieii> 




While in lusn, {hierlo Rko. Ac 

SecretBiy met with Governed Li» 
Fntuilo. Rcsicicni CcRnmiaaorw^ 

Pedro Pierluist end Puerto Rico 

Pnlwe Deptftmem Supenntcndertt 
Hector Pesqueta lo umtescore ihe 
deparUnent’a ccsmnitiDenl to 
coiiabofeung with local law 
enforcemeM in the region Secretar)* 
Napolilano also met with UfS 
ofTiciaU stationed in Puerto Rico, 
who are memhera of the Puerto Rico 
Inter^ency Public Safety Working 
OrouD. 






S! 

07/15/2012 

07/15/2012 

Secri^Bry Napoiituu traveled to 
Wiiliam^urg. VA lo participate in 
the Council of Govemcn meeting as 
pvt of the Nsiional Governors 
Associ^ion Anru ! Meeting. 

Wtlllamaburg. VA 

55.694 

USCG 



SI 

07/302012 

08/09/2012 

SecreUTv' Napolitano traveled to 
AjtcborB^, to participate in 

rounliabie meetings with tribal 
kaders. underscorir^ the 

Dqieftn rent's commitment lo 
working with its partners to cruurc 
die safety and security of the Arctic 
region. The Secretory joined 
members of a Congressional 
Delegalioa Senators Mary Lamfrteu 
and Mark Begich, for a roundtable 
meeting with oil industry pertnen to 
docuss collabcrWion on eHocts to 
facilitate mvilrme commerce, 
siptiort mariome safetv and protect 

Lake Tahoe. NV 
(PosonalX 

Kodiak. Alaska; 
Cold Bay. Alaska. 

jMaska 

569,399 

USCG 


$772 
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Isaac. Secretary Ns^htano then 
traveled to LA to join Sert^or 

Mary Landrieu. Rep. Steve Scaltsc. 
Slidell Mayo' Freddy Drennaa New 
Orleans h4yar Mitch Landrieu and 
other oflkials to meet with first 
re^ionders and emergency 
management teams, and survey- 
coordination among federal, state and 
local partners on resporue and 
recovery efl'orts throughout the 


09/0&':^l2 09)'08.'2012 SecretaryNapoliiffltotraveledloNew N«wLondon.CT 
Londtm. CT (oatlendlhe 4)a Anmal (traveled wiih 
Secretary's Cup between the U.S. USCG 

Coast Guard Academy and the U S Coniraandam. N/C 
Mercia Marine Academy. to DHS) 


DeiUhiBtion 

Gov’t 

Aterafl 

Cost 




mm 


[gfT.TBUl'iM'r: 


New York. NY; 

York, NY to partic^le in I Fhtladelf4uB, PA. 

commemorative events hononng 9^1 i I NfontrtaL Canada 
victims, their families, first 
re^xmdera and rescue workers. The 
Secretary addressed families 
suvivors, and rescue and recoveiy 
workers at the Voices of September 
lith iTaerfaith service and visited (he 
New York Ftolice Department 
Midtown Soudi precinct and New 
York City Fae DepartmenL The 
Seoetary joined New York Governor 
Andrew Cuomo, New York City 
Mayor Michael Bloomberg New 
Jersey Governor Chns Christie, and 
other olTicials in a commentoralion 
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FY 20 12 Trips 



Start Date 


Travc ! 


Gov’t 

Aircraft 

State 

Dene 

£t£S 

Kvnensca 






Cast 


TramiDOrtatiOBJ 




ceremony ai Ground Zao. She also 
Btiended Ehe Port Aidhoriiy ofNew 
York & New Jersey Memorial 

Service, homing families and firti 
responders. 

Secretmy' Mapolitsno traveled to 
Montrral where she participated in a 
btlalers} meeting wiA Canadian 
ftjWtc Safety MinKter Vk Toews to 
discuss progress in implemeniij^ the 
Beyor«l the Border Action Plan The 
Se^oy then met with irMernMiorBi 
partners to dscuss avtation seewky 
mid efforts lo xose the global 
si^y chain, and paitidpated in the 
InteTTBtimal Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO) High-level 
Cenfo'erKe on Aviation SeciffiQr. 

While inMorired, Secretary' 
Kopolkano delivered reniaiks cKring 
the Formal Opening for the iCAO 
High-level Conference on Aviation 
Se^ity, highlighting (he 
internationBl progress in 
srenglhening aviation seeiaHy and 
seeming (he global s^ipiy diain 
Secretary Napotitano also met with 

U. S Amhassadof to ICAO Duane 
Woerth, Canadian Minister of 
Trai^ion Denis Lebel, Secretary 
General of ICAO Raymond 

Benjamin, and representatives front 
various delegations to reaffinn their 
commitment to working together to 
achieve dtared xcuritv eoab 







iO?. 
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FY 2012 Trips 


Travgtrr 

Start Pat« 

End Pale 

ftirooscofTravel 

Dedbiation 

Gov*t 

Aircraft 

Coa 

■^nrrafl 

State 

THA 

Few 

Mbc. Travel 
Enpeiww 
fCpwBiuaicaffiWi. 
Tt9ms«*B«9S) 




ihc EU Council and then a PNR 
signing reception at ihe US Mbsion. 
The Dqxjty Secretary led a PHS 
delegation in bilateral diseussions 
diaing the semi-annual mating nfthe 
Security Coc^raiim Qrotg> (SCGX 
the US-German cooperative 
relatiortship onccanteTterrorisin. law 
cnforccnKnl and bomelend aecurity 
mMters. 






S2 

rnmnon 

04/26/2012 

Deputy Sewetary Lute met with tfw 
Ambe^adorlo Tunbis £)eputy 
Secretary’ repesemed DHS and 
conchicted bilateral tneetings with the 
Government of India dunrtg the US- 
indQ Homeland Security Dialogue. 

!n Japan, the Deputy Secretaiy 
coni^ted bilateral meetings with the 
Ministry of Foreign AfTairs, Mirbsiiy 
of IiBtice, National Public Safety 
Coenmisston, Ministry of Finance. 
Miniatry of Tran^nn, and the 

Cabinet Secretarial 

Tunis. Tunisia; 

New Delhi, India; 
Tokyo, Japan, 
Brussels. Belgium 

5155,067 

USCG 

$12,300 

$3,777 

S2 

09/30/2012 

09/302012 

Deputy Secretary Lute led a rX3S 
delation in bilateral discussions 
dtrbig the acmi-aniual metting ufihe 
Securby Cooperation Grotg> (SOG). 
the US-Gcrman coopemlive 
relationship on counterterrorism, bw 
enforerraem and hcmieland securi^ 
mfltera. The Depisy Secretary’ 
piDvkied remarks to international 
students ooending the George C. 
Marshall European Cieroer for 

Secumy Studies and met with leaders 
from the NAT 0 School m 

Munich. Germany 

S36.685 

USCG 

$17,465 

$511 


102 






Nov>ia I D««.12 ^ I iJan-13 | feb-13 | MaM3 | A|»r-13 
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CG01 10/05/2012 Sierra Vista, AZ. 

ADDITIONAL IDHS PAX 

Govt - Federal 

7.9 

24.1 

7.2 

8,8 

7.9 

ART LUTZ 

DHS Staff 


Govt - Federal 


DHS Staff 


S1-DHS Secretary 

JOEL HEFFERNAN 

U.S. Secret Service 

JOHN SANDWEG 

DHS Staff 

JOHN TONEY 

U.S. Secret Service 

KIM O’CONNOR 

Govt - Federal 

MATT CHANDLER 

DHS Staff 

MIKE TOWNSEND 

U.S. Secret Service 

NOAH KROLOFF 

DHS Staff 



CG01 10/07-13/2012 Turkey & EU. Internationa! 


DHS Staff 

Ka35it'Winp™*B* 

DHS Staff 

l:lzW!lz(.kld=llH 

DHS Staff 


DHS Staff 

l!!3333smM5f3HH 

U.S. Secret Service 


U.S. Secret Service 

EiMSiliiaiH 

U.S. Secret Service 

KOUMiNS, MARK 

DHS Staff 


U.S. Secret Service 


S1-DHS Secretary 


DHS Staff 

||| I'HlliillM 

DHS Staff 



CG02 10/27-28/2012 Albq, NM 

ADOLFO MORALES- 
PEREZ 

U.S. Secret Service 


U.S, Secret Service 


DHS Staff 


U.S. Secret Service 


S1-DHS. Secretary 

KERRY SHEEHAN 

U.S. Secret Service 

MARCUS RICHARDSON 

DHS Staff 



CG02 10/01-02/2012 Munich, Germany 

ADAM HUNTER 

DHS Staff 

ART LUTZ 

DHS Staff 

BRIAN DE VALLANCE 

OHS Staff 

BRIAN HOPKINS 

DHS Staff 

BRUCE MCCONNELL 

DHS Staff 

DAVID HEYMAN 

DHS Staff 

DAWN SCALICI 

DHS Staff 

JANE HOLL LUTE 

S2-DHS Deputy Secretary 

MATTHEW PRESTON 

U.S, Secret Service 

MICHAEL TOWNSEND 

U.S, Secret Service 

MIKE SCARDAVILLE 

DHS Staff 

PABLO MARTINEZ 

DHS Staff 


__ __ __ ___ __ 

CG02 10/11-12/2012 Provo, UT 

BRIAN DEVALLANCE 

DHS Staff 

BRIAN HOPKINS 

DHS Staff 

DAVID AGUILAR 

Govt - Federal 


S2-DHS Depu^ Secretary 

KEVIN MCALEENAN 

Govt - Federal 
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KIM O'CONNOR 

Govt - Federal 


MARCUS RICHARDSON 

DHS Staff 


MICHAEL KOSTELNIK 

Govt - Federal 


RICH CHAVEZ 

DHS Staff 


STEVEN MARKS 

U.S. Secret Service 


WILLIAM LEE 

COMDT Staff 



TOTAL 



Aircraft 

U<jU ! 


CGQ1 


CG01 


CG02 



1 1/05/2012 NYC, NY (Sandy Response) 


1 1/06/2012 NYC, NY (Sandy Response) 


11/11-13/2012 Boston, MA 


11/01/2012 NYC, NY (Sandy Response) 


AHLSTRAND, ED 

DHS Staff 

BERNSTEIN, JARROD 

DHS Staff 

BOOGAARD. PETE 

DHS Staff 

BROWN. ROSEBUD 

DHS Staff 

FIELDS. MIKE 

DHS Staff 

GLORE. DEAN 

DHS Staff 

KROLOFF, NOAH A- 

DHS Staff 

MONCHEK, RAFAELA 

DHS Staff 

NAPOLITANO. JANET 

SI -DHS Secretary 

TOWNSEND. MICHAEL 

DHS Staff 


CHANDLER, MATT 

DHS Staff 

DEAN, MEGAN 

DHS Staff 

GARRISON, SHAWAN 

DHS Staff 

HADZtSELiMOVIC 

DHS Staff 

JUNELL, JOHN 


MONCHECK, RAFAELA 

DHS Staff 

NAPOLITANO. JANET 

S1-DHS Secretary 

NIX, STEVE 

U.S. Secret Service 

ORTEGA. RAY 

U.S. Secret Service 

PEACOCK, NELSON 

DHS Staff 

RICHARDSON. 

MARCUS 

DHS Staff 


AHLSTRAND. ED 

DHS Staff 

BOOGAARD. PETE 

DHS Staff 

BROWN, ROSE 

DHS Staff 

GARRISON. SHAWNA 

DHS Staff 

JUNELL, JOHN 

U.S. Secret Service 

MCCARTHY, SEAN 

U.S. Secret Service 

NAPOLITANO. JANET 


SHLOSSMAN, AMY 

DHS Staff 

STURGELL, TIM 

U.S. Secret Service 

TORCO, TRAVIS 

U.S. Secret Service 


CARUSONE. PIA 


DEAN, MEGAN 


GARRISON. SHAWNA 

DHS Staff 

GILLIBRAND. SENATOR 

Congress 

GREY. GIANA 


MARIK, M 

DHS Staff 
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CGQ2 


CG02 


CG02 


CG02 


11/02/2012 


11/03/2012 


11/04/2012 


11/15-16/2012 


NYC, NY (Sandy Response) 


Charieston. WV 


Newark NJ (Sandy Response) 


NYC, NY (Sandy Response) 


MONCHEK, RAFAELA 

DHS Staff 

NAPOLiTANO, JANET 

S1-DHS Secretary 

RICHARDSON. 

MARCUS 

DHS Staff 

SHLOSSMAN. AMY 

DHS Staff 

STURGELL, TIM 

DHS Staff 

TOWNSEND. MICHAEL 

DHS Staff 

WINKLER, RACHAEL 

DHS Staff 


AHLSTRAND, ED 

DHS Staff 

CATRON. MARSHA 

DHS Staff 

DANTON, JOHN 

DHS Staff 

JUNELL, JOHN 

DHS Staff 

LUTZ, ART 

DHS Staff 

MCGOVERN. GAIL 

DHS Staff 

MONCHEK. RAFAELA 

DHS Staff 

NAPOLITANO, JANET 

S1-DHS Secretary 

PEREZ. ADOLFO 

DHS Staff 

SCHULTZ, E 

DHS Staff 

SHLOSSMAN, AMY 

DHS Staff 



CATRON. MARSHA 

DHS Staff 

DEAN. MEGAN 

DHS Staff 

FIELDS. MIKE 

U.S, Secret Service 

LUTZ. ART 

DHS Staff 

MONCHEK. RAFAELA 

Govt ' Federal 

NAPOLITANO. JANET 

S1-DHS Secretary 

ORTEGA, RAY 

U.S. Secret Service 

SANDWEG, JOHN 

DHS Staff 

TOWNSEND. MIKE 

U.S. Secret Service 


BROWN, ROSEBUD 

DHS Staff 

CATRON, MARSHA 

DHS Staff 

DEAN. MEGAN 

DHS Staff 

GOLDSTEIN. DANIEL 

DHS Staff 

JOHNS, MIKE 

DHS Staff 

MARIK, M 

DHS Staff 

MCNAMARA, P 

DHS Staff 

MONCHEK. RAFAELA 

DHS Staff 

NAPOLITANO. JANET T 

S1-DHS Secretary 


AHLSTRAND, ED 

DHS Staff 

DONOVAN. SHAUN 

Govt - Federal 

FOSTER. COREY 

Govt - Federal 

GLOBE. DEAN 

U.S. Secret Service 

JOHNS. MIKE 

U.S. Secret Service 

JUNELL. JOHN 

U.S, Secret Service 

KRAVITZ, JASON 

Govt - Federal 

MCGOVERN, GAIL 

Govt - Federal 

MOCZYDLOWSKI, RICH 

U.S, Secret Service 

NAPOLiTANO, JANET 

S1-DHS Secretasy 


2.9 


1.8 
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CG02 11/19--21/2012 London, UK 

BROWN, ROSEBUD 

DHS Staff 

14.8 

6 

DEAN, MEGAN 

DHS Staff 

HOWERTER, STEPHEN 

DHS Staff 

JOHNS. MICHAEL 

DHS Staff 

JUNELL, JOHN 

DHS Staff 

KOUMANS, MARK 

DHS Staff 

NAPOLiTANO, JANET 

SI'DHS Secretary 

SANDWEG, JOHN 

DHS Staff 

TONEY. JOHN 

DHS Staff 



CG02 11/30/2012 Oakland, CA Day 1 of 3 

AHLSTRAND, ED 

DHS Staff 

BELL. CHRISTIAN 

DHS Staff 

HILL, ALICE 

DHS Staff 

JOHNS. MIKE 

DHS Staff 

LUTZ, ART 

DHS Staff 

NAPALiTANO. J 

S1-DHS Secretary 

NAPOLITANO. LEN 

DHS Staff 

ORTEGA. RAY 

DHS Staff 

STARR, PETER 

DHS Staff 

TOWNSEND, MIKE 

DHS Staff 

WRIGHT. JACQUEE 

DHS Staff 



TOTAL 

37.5 



31 IS _ . i 

CG02 12/1-2/2013 Oakland. CA Day 2 and 3 

AHLSTRAND, ED 

DHS Staff 

4.4 

11.8 

6.9 

BELL. CHRISTIAN 

DHS Staff 

HILL. ALICE 

DHS Staff 

JOHNS. MIKE 

DHS Staff 

LUTZ. ART 

DHS Staff 

NAPALITANO. J 

S1-DHS Secretary 

NAPOLITANO, LEN 

DHS Staff 


DHS Staff 


DHS Staff 


DHS Staff 


DHS Staff 



CG01 12/12-14/2013 Scottsdale, Nogalas AZ 


Govt - Federal 

BROWN, ROSE 

DHS Staff 

CHANDLER. MATT 

DHS Staff 


DHS Staff 

EDDINS, MATT 

U.S. Secret Service 

HOWERTER, STEPHEN 

U.S. Secret Service 

KROLOFF. NOAH 

DHS Staff 

NAPOUTANO. JANET 

S1-OHS Secretary 

OCONNOR, KIM 

DHS Staff 

SHEEHAN. KERRY 

U.S. Secret Service 

TOWNSEND, MIKE 

U.S. Secret Service 



CG01 12/21-28/2013 Albuqueique NM 

AHLSTRAND. ED 

DHS Staff 

BROWN. ROSE 

DHS Staff 

DRAINES. HOLL! 

U.S. Secret Service 


SI'DHS Secretary 


U.S. Secret Service 
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SHEEHAN, KERRY 

U.S. Secret Service 


TOWNSEND, MIKE 

U.S. Secret Service 


I TOTAL HOURS 



NOTE***DEC 8 memorial mission was a mission of opportunity with CCG. 
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74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 

10/27/2012 

11:39:44 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

7 

59.5 

CG02 

84040804 

Fax 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

10/27/2012 

12:14:38 

Ground-Air 

3216102318 

0 

1 

8,5 

CGOa 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fa.v/iSON 

10/28/20:12 

17:43:59 

Air-Groond 

12022829666 

0 

1 

8.5 

C602 

74981093 

Voice 

Swiftflroad.band Fax/iSDN 

10/28/2012 

17:46:10 

^Ur-Ground 

12022328986 

0 

1 

8,5 

C602 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband fax/lSON 

10/28/2012 

17:50:07 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

5 

SI 
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CG02 

01/4-13/2013 

Albuquerque, NM 


DHS Staff 





DEAN, MEGAN 

DHS Staff 

HI 




NAPOLtTANO, 

S1-DHS Secretary 





NAPOLITANO. 

other 





PANKENIER. 

U.S. Secret Service 





RICHARDSON, 

DHS Staff 





SHEEHAN, KERRY 

U.S. Secret Service 





STURGELL, TIM 

U-S- Secret Service 





THOMAS, MIKE 

U.S. Secret Service 





TONEY, JOHN 

U-S. Secret Service 





TOWNSEND. MIKE 

U.S. Secret Service 







HI 

CG01 

01/30/2013 

New Orleans, LA 

AHLSTRAND, ED 

DHS Staff 





BROWN, ROSE 

DHS Staff 

HI 




CATRON, MARSHA 

DHS Staff 





DANTIN, JOHN 

U.S. Secret Service 





GARRISON, 

U.S. Secret Service 





JOHNS, MIKE 

U.S. Secret Service 

^H 




KROLOFF, NOAH 

DHS Staff 





MARKS. STEVE 

DHS Staff 

^H 




NAPOLITANO. 

S1-DHS Secretary 






U.S. Secret Service 

■1 





TOTAL HOURS . , 
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PEACOCK, H 

DHS Staff 


RICHARDSON, M 

OHS Staff 

SEXTON, ANTHONY 

U,S. Secret Service 



20.3 


SI did not fly during MARCH 2013 
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CG02 

53447007 

AESID 

AeroH-*i4 

Voice 

01/04/2013 

17:34:09 

Grou.iv. r^.. 


0 

1 

6.04 

CG02 

53447007 

AESID 

AeroHi!4 

Voice 

01/04/‘2013 

17:59:22 

Air-Grourtd 

001281543610 

0 

1 

6 

CG02 

53447007 

Aesso 

AeroH•^I4 

Voice 

01/04/2013 

19:09:01 

Ground-Air 

Non-Satcom 

0 

1 

6.04 

CG02 

53447007 

AESID 

AerciH-t-lA 

Voke 

01/04/2013 

19:36:00 

JMr-Ground 

001202282917 

0 

1 

6 

CG02 

53447007 

AESIO 

AeroH-^l4 

Voice 

01/04/2013 

21:21:10 

Ground-Air 

Non-Satcom 

0 

5 

30.2 

C60?. 

749S1093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01AI4/2013 

17:32:21 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CGa2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

17:42:00 

Air-Sround 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

17:57:57 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftSroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

18:09:05 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbaod Oats 

01/04/2013 

18;21;10 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

Swiftfiroadbar 

id Data 

01/04/2013 

18:41:35 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftSroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

19:01:57 

^f-6round 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

19:55:45 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CGD2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

20:12:38 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

20:30:46 

rUr-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

20:35:17 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

20:39:10 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


Q 

CG02 

74981Q93 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

21:35:09 

Air-Ground 


0,2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

21:37:21 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

21:38:37 

Atr-Ground 


S.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/04/2013 

23:45:07 

Air-Ground 


6.8 MByte 


0 

CGD2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

01/13/2013 

16:12:14 

Air-Ground 


156,5 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

01/04/2013 

17:24:53 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

1 

s.s 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

01/04/2013 

17:25:43 

Air-Ground 

120261S0137 

0 


8.5 

CGM 

S4040804 

Fax 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

01/04/2013 

17:34:28 

Ground-Air 

3216102318 

0 

1 

S.S 

CQ02 

84040S04 

Fax 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

01/04/2013 

17:39:45 

Ground-Air 

3216102318 

0 

2 

17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband FaXitlSDN 

01/04/2013 

17:42:33 

Air-Ground 

120261S0137 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74931096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSON 

01/04/2013 

17:50:36 

Air-Ground 

12026150137 

0 

1 

a.5 

CG02 

74961093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbartd Fax/ISDN 

01/04/2013 

18:00:47 

Air-Ground 

13804776746 

0 

1 

8,5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

01,/04/2013 

18:51:35 

Air-Ground 

12022829179 

0 

1 

a.s 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

01/04/2013 

18:53:37 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

7A981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/!SON 

01/04/2013 

19:03:58 

Air-Ground 

12022829179 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

01/04/2013 

19:10:09 

Air-Ground 

12022829179 

0 

1 

8,5 

CG0.2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 

01/04/2013 

20:13:32 

Air-Ground 

12022829258 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband fax/iSDN 

01/04/2013 

20:18:37 

Air-Ground 

12022829258 

0 

1 

8.5 

CQ02 

74931093 

Voice. 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

01/04/2013 

23:55:30 

Air-Ground 

12022450086 

0 

2 

17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

01/04/2013 

23:57:21 

Air-Ground 

12023722935 

0 

S 

51 

CGQ2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

01/13/2013 

16:31:13 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 

17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

01/13/2013 

16:32:49 

Air-Ground 

12022828986 

0 

1 

8,5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBro.aclbartd Fax/iSDN 

01/13/2013 

16:34:43 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

2 

17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

0.1/13/2013 

16:36:22 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

2 

17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/lSON 

01/13/2013 

16:40:30 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwIftBroadbaitd Fax/iSDN 

01/13/2013 

16:41:14 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

5 

42.S 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

13:08:35 

Air-Ground 

3.2023405432 

0 

1 

5,67 

CG-lOl 

80389034 

DOl 

AaroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

13:09:55 

Ground-Air 

6517965161 

0 

1 

6,16 

CG-101 

S3410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

14:36:29 

Air-Ground 

12022828101 

0 

.1 

5,67 

CG-101 

80389034 

DOl 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

14:44:39 

Ground-Air 

6S17965161 

0 

1. 

6,16 

C’G-lOl 

53410301 

Ak'SIO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

14:45:31 

Atr-Ground 

12024569481 

0 

8 

45,38 

CG-101 

80389033 

DO! 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

14:46:04 

Grcwnd-Air 

6S1796S161 

0 

J, 

6.16 

CQ-101 

80389033 

ODi 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

15:44:21 

Ground-Air 

65.17965161 

Q 

1 

6.16 

CG-301 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

15:44:29 

Air-Ground 

12022828100 

0 

3.5 

19,85 

C6-101 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

Ol/M/2013 

15:55:26 

Air-Ground 

12028708749 

0 

1.5 

8,51 

C6-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

16:03:57 

Air-Ground 

15043528323 

0 

14.5 

82.22 

CG401 

53410301 

AESiO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

ifcd)6;36 

Air-Ground 

12024311889 

0 

1 

5,67 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESIO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

16:30:15 

Atr-Ground 

12022828140 

(5 

lO.S 

59.54 

CG-101 

S34I0301 

AESiO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2023 

16:41:03 

Air-Ground 

120228286S4 

0 

1 

5.67 

CG'lOl 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

16:47:40 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

2 

11.34 

CG401 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

17:54:40 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

2 

11.34 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESiO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2023 

19:40:10 

Air-Ground 

12022829116 

0 

3 

17.01 

CG-lOi 

.53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

19:43:07 

Air-Ground 

12022829116 

0 

3.5 

19.85 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20.-02;14 

Air-Ground 

12023048099 

0 

1 

5,67 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESIO 

AeroF! 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20:14:58 

Air-Ground 

1202304SQS9 

0 

7 

39,69 

C6-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20:23:26 

Air-Ground 

12023048099 

0 

1 

5,67 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20:24:09 

Air-Ground 

12023048099 

0 

1 

5,67 

CG-iOl 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20:26:08 

>Mr-Ground 

12022829116 

0 

6 

34,02 

cci-ioi 

53410301 

AESiO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

M:33;07 

Air-Ground 

UO23043O99 

0 

7 

39.69 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESIO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20:41334 

Air-Ground 

12e2282a203 

0 

I 

5.67 

CG-101 

S3410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20:43:48 

Air-Ground 

12025735733 

0 

S,5 

36,86 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESIO 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

20:51:00 

Air-Ground 

12023843633 

0 

3.5 

19.85 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

21:02:12 

Air-Ground 

12026415312 

0 

1 

5.S7 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESIO 

.AeroH 

Voice 

01/30/2013 

21:03:09 

Air-GrtHjnd 

12026415312 

0 

1 

S.67 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/!SON 

01/30/2013 

13:09:41 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

9 

76.5 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwifiDroadbaitd fax/ISDN 

01/30/2013 

13:21:17 

^ir-Ground 

1^522829354 

0 

2 

17 
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CG-lOl 7498070S Voice 
CG-101 74980708 Voice 
C6-10i N/A DATA 


SwiftSrondbancl fax,/*SON 01/30/2013 13:23:14 Aif-Qround 12022829354 
SwiftSroadband Fa*/!SON 01/30/2013 13:25:51 Air-Ground 12022828986 
Monthly data plan per new CG Contract - OHS fair share 


2 17 


S 5,943.66 
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11 

CG02 04/4*8/2013 TX/AZ Muti-Border Location 


DHS Staff 

11.5 

BOUCHER, AiMEE 


CHANDLER, MATT 

Magfeiaai— 

LUTZ, ART 

DHS Staff 





NASSOiY, TODD 

U.S. Secret 

SANDWEG, JOHN 

DHS Staff 

mrmiTTrrmm 

U.S. Secret 

fiTiiii'iniTii'if 

DHS Staff 

WiNKOWSKi, TOM 




TOTAL HOURS 

1 


,A:'cidft! Oate(s) I OestinatiotM . 

CG02 17*18 May 2013 San Fran; Los Angeles, CA 


CGOl 24-26 May 2013 Boston, MA 




1 

AHLSTRAND, ED 

DHS Staff 

11.1 

BROWN, ROSEBUD 

DHS Staff 


OANTIN. JOHN 

U.S. Secret Service 


NAPOLITANO. JANET 

SI -DHS Secretary 


PRiETO. RUBEN 

U S. Secret Searice 


SANDWEG. JOHN 

DHS Staff 


SHEEHAN. KERRY 

U.S. Secret Service 


SHLOSSMAN.AMY 

DHS Staff 


WHEELER, MOLLiE 

U,S. Secret Service 




A. SHLOSSMAN 

DHS Staff 

2.3 

BOUCHER. A 

U.S, Secret Service 


BROWN, R 

DHS Staff 


CHANDLER. M 

DHS Staff 


DEAN, M 

OHS Staff 


J. NAPOLITANO 

S1-D.HS Secretary 


JOHNS, M 

U.S. Secret Service 


MARKS, STEVE 

Other Passenger 
Category 


MORLEY, J 

U.S, Secret Service 


NAPOLITANO. D 

Other Passenger 
Category 


SERINO, RICHARD 

DHS Staff 


SHEEHAN, KERRY 

U S. Secret Service 






* flight Mission will be charged at the "inside government r ate’ 

C130 22-IVIay-13 Joplin, MO |nap01.ITAN0. Janet | S1-DHSSecrelapy I 9.8 I 
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04/04/2013 10:58--01 

Atr-Ground 

00i20225789< 

0 

1 

6 

ceo2 

53447007 

AESIO 

AoroH-t-14 Voice 

04/04/2013 ll:03-.45 

Ground-Air 

Nen-Satcom 

0 

1 

6 

CG02 

53447007 

AES!D 

AeroH+14 Voice 

04/04/2013 11:05:12 

Ground-Air 

Ncm-Satcom 

0 

1 

6 

C602 

53447007 

AESSD 

AeroH^-!4 Vok-e 

04/05/2013 12:55:17 

TMr-GrourKi 

00i20248041f 

0 

4 

24 

CGa2 

53447007 

AESID 

AeroH'i-14 Voice 

04/{K/2013 14:03:07 

AifGround 

001K)228297f 

0 

8 

48 

C602 

53447007 

AESD 

AeroH+IA Voice 

04/08/2013 16d)9:3a 

Air-Ground 

00191683509; 

0 

2 

12 

CG02 

53447007 

AEStO 

AeroH+I4 Voice 

04/08/2013 17:53:32 

Air-Ground 

12022828493 

0 

1.5 

9 

ai02 

53447007 

AESID 

AeroH*14 Voice 

04/(H/2013 17:55:32 

Air-Ground 

12022823493 

0 

2.5 

IS 

CG02 

74981053 

Voice 

SwifiBroaciband Data 

04/04/2013 1035:57 

Air-Ground 


96.3 MByte 


0 

CGO?- 

74981093 


SwiftBroaclbandData 

04/04/2013 17:43:57 

Air-Ground 


139.5 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftDroadband Data 

04/05/2013 11:14:10 

Air-Ground 


48.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

Swiftfiroadbarifj Data 

04/05/2013 14:44:24 

Air-Ground 


41-3 MByte 


0 

c:602 

74981093 


SwiftBroadbanri Data 

04/05/2013 16:14:02 

Air-Ground 


1.3 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadhaod Data 

04/05/2013 16:39:12 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74931093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

04/05/2013 16:53:47 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981095 

Voice 

SwittBroadbaiid Data 

04/05/2013 16:57:07 

Air-Ground 


3.5 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

04/05/2013 17:10:53 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 


Swit'tBroadband Data 

04/05/2013 17:16:34 

Air-Ground 


1.3 MByte 


0 

CGD2 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

04/05/2013 17:37:47 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

Swift Broadband Data 

04/05/2013 i7>Jl;S2 

Air-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

C602 

74981036 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

04/05/2013 17:54:04 

-Air-Ground 


0,2 MByte 


0 

CGO?- 

74981093 

Voice 

Swift Broadband Data 

04/05/2013 17:57:57 

Alf-Ground 


0.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftGroadband Data 

04/05/2013 18:03:37 

Air Ground 


0-2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadhand Data 

04/05/2013 18:2136 

Air-Ground 


1.3 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

04/05/2013 18:46:31 

Air-Ground 


0.6 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftCroadhandOata 

04A>5/2013 19:22:06 

Air-Ground 


94.3 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74831093 

Voice 

SwiftBroartharidOata 

04/08/2013 15:47:58 

Air-Ground 


137 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

04/08/2013 21:11:37 

AirGround 


27.2 MByte 


0 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiflBroadbandPax/ISDN 

04/04/2013 10:35d)4 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/'ISON 

04/04/2013 10;38;24 

AirGround 

12026121645 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwifteroadbandFaxASDN 

04/04/2013 10:41:32 

AirGroond 

12026121645 

0 

a 

51 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbandfax/lSDN 

04/04/2013 10:49:30 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

1 

8.S 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 

04/04/2013 10:51:18 

Air-Ground 

12022828986 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband FaxASON 

04/04/2013 12:55:54 

AtrGround 

12022829300 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

Sw!ftBroatihandFaxi9SDN 

04/04/2013 12:56:43 

Air-Ground 

12022828110 

0 

1 

8,5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwtftGroadbaridFax/ISDN 

04/04/2013 12:57:37 

Air -Ground 

12022829300 

0 

6 

51 

C602 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBrosdbanclFax/lSDN 

04/04/2013 13:03:54 

Air-Ground 

12022829300 

0 

1 

S.5 

CG02 

7498.1033 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband FaxylSDN 

04/04/2013 13:05:42 

Air-Ground 

12022828110 

0 

1 

8.5 

CQ02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

04/04/2013 13:06:30 

Air-Ground 

1^22829300 

0 

19 

161,5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwIftBroadbandFax/lSDhl 

04/04/2013 13:30:57 

AirGround 

I2022a29-I0a 

0 

4 

34 

CG02 

749S1093 

Voice 

SwiftOroadbandFax/lSDN 

04/04/2013 18:06:29 

AirGround 

12022829198 

0 

1 

S.S 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/)5DN 

04/05/2013 13dJi:04 

Air-Ground 

12022828260 

0 

2 

17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbandFax/fSDN 

04/05/2013 13:03:13 

Air-Ground 

12022828260 

0 

1.5 

127.5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadhandfax/tSON 

04/08/2013 15:56:52 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

s 

51 

CGO?. 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

04/08/2013 16:04:00 

Air -Ground 

120228293S4 

0 

2 

17 

CGO? 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

04/08/2013 16'115;58 

Air-Ground 

12022828986 

0 

2. 

8,5 

C.G-101 N/A 

DATA 

Monthly data plan per ne« 

1 CG Contract • OHS fair share 



s 

5,943.66 
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■ 

C6-01 12-15 Juiv 2013 Albuquerque, NM 

AHLASTRAND. E 

USCG 

7.0 

13.7 

5.1 

COflELD. J 

Federal 

J. NAPOLITANO 

Federal 

LUTZ A 

Other 

M.ATNEY, T 

Federal 



PADILLA, R 

Federal 

SHEEHAN. K 

Federsi 

TOWNSEND. M 

Federal 



CG-01 13-24 July 2013 Sac Jose, CA; Mexico City 

AHLSTRANO, EO 

USCG 

BERSIN, ALAN 

Federal 

CHANDLER. MATT 

Federal 


Federal 


Federsi 


Federal 


Federal 


Federal 


Federal 

SHEEHAN, KERRY 

Federal 

STEVENS CLARK 

Federal 


Federal 



CG-02 30 July 2013 Reno, NV 

fi!etwn kg will be on August’s statement 

BROWN, R 

Federal 

BRUCE, K 

Federal 

COFIEIO, J 

Federal 

ESTRAMONTE, J 

USCG 

-•OHNS. M 

Federal 

NAPOLITANO, J 

Federal 

OGDEN D 

Federal 



CKiJlSWHlliliS 

HBEOaW 


: 


C6-02 30Jul-Q6Aug2C13 


12-Aug-13 


29 August 2013 


f?eno, NV 


lESTRAMONTE. J 


IlARK. CALVIN 


CHANDLER MATT 


ESTRAMONTE. JIM 


5ARRISON. SHAWNA 


GOGGIN, KVLE 


MARKS. STEVE 


MILLER MICHAEL 


|NAP0LiTi^40. JANET 


PANKEMER, CHARLES 


RICHARDSON. MARCUS 


[SANDWEG. JOHN 


STEVENS, CLARK 


AHLSTRAND, EO 


SRAOLEY, SCOTT 


Federal 
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Return ieg wHI be on September's statement (02 Sep 4.S hrs} 


MOW. DUSTIN 

Federal 


NAPOLSTANO, J 

Federal 


RiCHARSON. MARCUS 

Federal 


SHEEHAN, KERRY 

Federal 


THOMAS. MICHAEL 

.federal 




11.S 


— 

Tfwstei 



CG 02 02-Sop 13 Reno, NV 

AHLSTRAND. ED 

USCG 

4.5 

18.6 

8J 

3.8 

BRADLEY, SCOTT 

Federal 

CHILDRESS. KENNETH 

Federal 

MOON. OUSTiN 

Federal 

NAPOLITANO. JANET 

Federal 

RICHARDSON. MARCUS 

Federal 

SEXTON. TONY 

Federal 

SHEEHAN KERRY 

Federal 

THOMAS. MiCHAEL 

Federal 



Ce-02 li-13 Sep-13 NewYork, NY/<taly 

BEERS, RAND 

Federal 

CHANDLER. MATT 

Federal 

ESTRAMONTE JM 

USCG 

FORESACK, STEPHEN 

Federal 

HAOZlSEHMOVIC 

Federal 

KOUMANS. MARK 

Federal 

PAYNE. RUBEN 

Federal 

POR1N5KY. TODD 

Federal 

Richardson, marcus 

Federal 

STEVENS. CURK 

Federal 

TOWNSEND. MICHAEL 

Federal 



CG-02 18-20 Sep-13 Texas /Mexico 

AHLSTRAND. ED 

USCG 

BEERS. RAND 

Federal 

BROWN. ROSE 

Federal 

CHANDLER MATT 

Federal 

GARRISON. SHAWNA 

Federal 

NASSOlV.TOOO 

Federal 

PORINSKY, TODD 

Federal 

SEXTON. ANTHONY 

Federal 

TOWNSEND MICHAEL 

Federal 

WONG HEATHER 

Federal 



CG-01 26-27 Sep-13 Buffalo, NY / Montreal Canada 

BEERS, RAND 

Federal 

CREHAN DANIEL 

Federal 

ESTRAMONTE, JIM 

USCG 

GiU^SPIE, MARK 

Federal 

GROSSMAN. SETH 

Federal 

KOUMANS MARK 

Federal 

ULiTZ ART 

Federal 

MORLEY. JIM 

Federal 

STEVENS. CLARK 

Federal 

WHATLEY. ROY 

Federal 

WYNN. JONATHAN 

Federal 



tOTALHGtiltS 
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53-110301 

4ESID 

A -.H 

Voirr- 

07/12/2013 16:54:10 


Non-Satcom 

0 

1 

S.16 


53410301 

AESID 

1 

Viil.-i. 

07/12/2013 1657:50 

Air-Grxsund 

0012023405432 

0 

i. 

S.67 


53410301 

AESID 

Ai'Mih 

Voice 

07/12/2013 20:01:34 

Air-Ground 

0017036927154 

0 

5 

2S..3S 


53410301 

AESID 

AprnU 

Voice 

07/12/2013 20-136:42 

Ak-Ground 

0012024561191 

G 

9.5 

53. S7 


53410301 

AESID 

Ao-iH 

Voire 

07/12/2013 20:24:14 

Air^round 

i»121S2474017 

G 

1 

5.67 


53410301 

A D 

H 

Voice 

07A2/2013 20:25:11 

Ak-Ground 

00121S2648S51 

0 

1 

5.67 


53410301 

AESID 

V iH 

Voice 

07/12/2013 20:33:53 

Ak-6round 

CS1330924931D 

0 

8 

45.36 


534K1301 

AESID 

AproH 

Voice 

07/12/2013 20;S1:S3 

Air-Ground 

0Q150584249S0 

0 

1 

5.67 


749&070S 

Voice 

SwiftBre 

jadbandData 

07/12/2013 04:00:57 

Aif-Grssund 


0.2 MByte 


0 


749S064S 

Voice 

5w tt ' 

iadband Data 

07/12/2013 17:05:14 

Air-Ground 


188.4 MByte 


0 


74980708 

Voice 

5V. ftS 

jsdbandFax/lSDN 

07/12^13 17i)8:14 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 

17 


7498070S 

Viiicc 

SwinBre 

)acibaridFax/(SON 

07/12/2013 17:09:44 

Ak-Cround 

12022828986 

0 

2 

17 


74980708 


vv npr 

radhand Fax/lADN 

07/12/2013 17:11:CB 

Air-Ground 

12022S28985 

0 

1 

8.5 




v-f-Er 

'■•‘band fax'SDN 

07/12/2013 17:13:05 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

4 

34 


7498070B 

V.l,,',' 

Swif?Broecib4nrtPax/iSDN 

07/12/2013 17:16:57 

A'lr-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

n 

93.5 


53410301 

AESID 

H iOH 

Voice 

07/15/2013 18:47:11 

Ak-G round 

0017036037050 

0 

1 

5,67 


53410301 

AESID 

Aoroil 

Voire 

07/15/2013 18:49:53 

Ak-Ground 

0013057310186 

G 


5.67 


74980708 

Voice 

SvJiftBrr 

ladbaiidData 

07/15/2013 14:41:20 

Air-Ground 


251-5 MByte 


D 


74380708 

Voice 

w 'tsre 

ladbnnd Fas/iSDN 

07/15/2013 15:01:08 

Air-Ground 

12022828354 

0 

2 

17 


74980708 


Sv.'ihBrQadbariaFax/lhDM 

07/15/2013 15:04:43 

Air-Ground 

12022828986 

0 

1 

S.S 


74980708 

Vfi-ro 

bWif'BroaalMndFax/'SDN 

07/15/2013 15:08:02 

Alf-Groond 

12022828140 

0 

7 

59.5 


7--13S0708 

voice 

SwsnOrc 

ladhandFax'ISDfi 

07/15/2013 16:15:54 

Ai,^,onnd 

12022829258 

0 

S 

68 

cG-;oi 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/18/2013 13:33:03 

Air-Ground 

0012022241835 

0 

1 

5.S7 

CG-lOl 

.53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 


07/18/2013 13:43:11 

Air-Grourtd 

(8)12022243553 

0 

5 

2S.35 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/18/2013 13:49:29 

Air-Ground 

0012022243553 

0 

4.5 

25,52 

CG-lOl 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/18/2013 15:55:47 

Air-Ground 

(M141S2658693 

0 

4.5 

25.52 

C«-1CH 

534103C1 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voire 

07/ia,‘2013 16:18:40 

Ground-Air 

Non-Sstcom 

0 

.1 

6.16 

C6-i01 

74980649 

Voice 

SvviftBroadbandData 

07/18/2013 10:16:10 

Air-Ground 


184.9 MByte 


0 

CCi-XOI 

7498Q70S 

Voice 

SwiftSroadbetidFax/ISON 

07/18/2013 10:17:29 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 

17 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

Swi^tBrosdband fax/iSON 

07/18/20X3 10:19:25 

Alr-Oround 

12022823354 

0 

i 

8,5 

CG-iOl 

7498064S 

Voice 

SwIftBroad band Pax/ISDN 

07/18/2013 10:20:36 

Air-Ground 

12022828986 

0 

1 

S.S 

CG-lOi 

74980708 

Voice 

SwUtSrosdbaertPax/ISON 

07/18/2013 ia-25;17 

Air-Ground 

12022829179 

a 

X 

8.5 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbanciFax.ASDN 

07/18/2013 10:30,-16 

Ak-Ground 

1202282S2S8 

0 

6 

51 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbandPox/iSDN 

07/18/2013 12:27:31 

iUr-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

14 

119 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwlftBroedbaed Fax/tSON 

07/18/2013 12:41:22 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

7 

59.5 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/23/2013 13:20:41 

Air-Ground 

0012539617000 

0 

1 

S.G7 

CQ-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/23/2013 15:04J8 

Air-Ground 

0012024473587 

0 

1 

5,67 

C(j-;ini 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/23/2013 15:22:45 

Aif-Qround 

0012022829882 

0 

13 

73.71 

CG-lOl 

53410301 

Af,5!D 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/23/2013 17:28,-03 

Air-Ground 

0012028092630 

0 

8 

45.36 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/25/2013 18d)D:37 

Ak-Ground 

001202»39263D 

0 

11 

62.37 

CG-.UU 

.S3410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voire 

07/23/2013 20:11:45 

Ground-Air 

Non-Satcom 

0 

3 

18,48 

CG-lCl 

53410301 

AESID 

Aei'oH 

Voice 

07/23/2013 2l;23;S5 

Air-Ground 

0012022828101 

0 

1.5 

8,51 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/23/2013 21:53:01 

Ak-Ground 

0012028098563 

0 

3.S 

19.85 

CG-101 

74380708 

Voire 

SwIftBrosdband Date 

07/23/2013 12:54:15 

Air-Giound 


454 MByte 


0 

CG-101 

74980708 

Veice 

SwIftBroedbandFax/iSDN 

07/23/2013 13:28:08 

FUr-GfOund 

12022828140 

0 

7 

59.5 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voire 

SwIftBroadbandPax/ISCWl 

07/23/2013 15:44:19 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

U 

93.5 

c<5-:oi 

74.980708 

Voice 

SwtftBroadhsncf Fax/ISDN 

07/23/2013 20:48:47 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1 

8.5 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwIftBroadband Pex^SDN 

07/23/2013 20:55:57 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

11 

93,5 

CG-101 

74.980708 

Voire 

SwlftBroadbnnd Fax/iSON 

07/23/2013 21:10:21 

All -Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1. 

8.5 

CG-lOl 

74980708 

Voice 

SwIftBroadhancl Fax/ISDN 

07/23/2013 21:11:11 

Air-Ground 

12022828101 

0 

2 

17 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/24/2013 17:05:37 

Ground-Air 

Non-Satr.om 

0 

1 

6,16 

C.G-i01 

53410301 

AESiD 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/24/2013 19:17:50 

Alr-Giouod 

0D12022S28140 

0 

1 

S.57 

CG-101 

53410301 

AEStO 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/24/2013 20:44:50 

Ail-Ground 

(»12022533374 

0 

7 

39,69 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/24/2013 21:33-.09 

Ail'-Ground 

0012024561768 

0 

1 

5.67 

CG-101 

53410301 

AESID 

AeroH 

Voice 

07/24/2013 21:33:34 

Aii-Gfoiinci 

0012024561768 

0 

7 

39.69 

CG-101 

749S07Q8 

Voice 

SwIFtBroadband Data 

07/24/2013 17:02;12 

Air-Ground 


362.1 MByte 


0 

CG-101 

7498C708 

Voice 

SwiftBfoatiband Fw/tSON 

07/24/2013 17:10:47 

Ak-Ground 

12022329853 

0 

1 

8,5 

CG'-lOl 

74980708 

Voire 

SwIftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

07/24/2013 17:i2-.28 

Air-Ground 

12022S29666 

0 

1 

B.5 

CG-lQl 

7498070S 

Voice 

Swlftilrnadhand Fax/ISDN 

07/24/2013 17:13:20 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 

17 

CG-lOi 

74980708 

Voice 

SwIft8roadband Fax/ISDN 

07/24/20)3 17:15:13 

Air-Ground 

12022828986 

0 

1 

s,s 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voire 

SwiftSroadband Fax/ISDN 

07/24/2013 17:19:02 

Ak-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

7 

5S.5 

CCvlOi 

74980708 

Voice 

SwIftBroadbamJFax/ISON 

J)7/24/2013 19:26:00 

Ak-Ground 

1^22328140 

0 

7 

59.S 

CG-lfil 

74980708 

Voire 

SwiftBroadbandFiix/lSDN 

07/24/2013 i9:33.-21 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

7. 

17 

C<i-101 

74980708 

Voire 

Sw^BroadbandFax/lSDN 

07/24/2013 19:35:16 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

2 

17 

CG-lOl 

74980708 

Voire 

SwiFtBroadband Fax/iSDN 

07/24/2013 19:38:02 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

a 

1 

8.,5 

CG-101 

74S8D70S 

Voire 

SwIftOroadbaod FaxflSDN 

07/24/2013 19:38:39 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

S 

42.5 

CG-101. 

749BD708 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbanflFax/'SDN 

07/24/2013 19;46;42 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

21 

178.5 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbandfax/iSON 

07/24/2013 20:07-44 

MrGround 

12022823140 

0 

2 

17 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voire 

SwiftSroadbandPax/iSDN 

07/24/2013 20:10-36 

Air-GnxifKf 

120228^140 

0 

4 

34 

CG-lOl 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftSroadband Fax/ISDN 

07/24/2013 20:15:41 

Ak-Gn^nd 

1202612X645 

0 

5 

42, S 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbaori Fax/ISDN 

07/24/2013 2a-21:42 

Ak-Grotmd 

12022S2S140 

0 

2 

17 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voire 

SwiftSroadhandFax/iSDN 

07/24/2013 20:27^6 

Ak-Ground 

1202282925B 

0 

5 

42,5 

CG-101 

749807G8 

Voire 

Swift Broadband Pax/ISDN 

07/24/2013 Ki:32:02 

Aif-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1 

8,5 

CG-101 

74580708 

Voice 

SwiltSro.idband Fax/ISDN 

n7/24/SH)13 »34;i« 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

24 

204 

CG-iai 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftBio 

adbandFax/iSDN 

07/24/2013 20;S7;«4 

Ak-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

3 

2S.5 

CG-101 

7498mi4g 

Voicp 

SwiflBro.idband Fax/?SDN 

07/24/2013 21«);29 

Ail'-Ground 

12B2282814D 

0 

4 

34 

CG-101 

74980049 

Voice 

SwittBroadband Fax/ISDN 

07/24/2033 21^16^8 

Air-Ground 

12022828300 

0 

1 

3.5 

CG-101 

74980708 

Voice 

SwiftBro 

sdfa3nriFa:</!SDN 

07/24/2013 21*7:21 

Ak-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

3 

2.5.5 

CG-101 

7.4980708 

Voice 

SwiftBroadtxjsid Fax/ISDN 

07/24/2033 21:ll.-59 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

10 

85 

CG-101 

7498070S 

Voice 

SwiftSroarfhand fax/fSEW 

07/24/M13 21:21:42 

Air-Ground 

1202612)645 

0 

7 

25.S 

CG-iOl 

749S070S 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband F.ax/iSON 

07/24/2013 21:25:44 

Ajr-Ground 

12G2612164S 

0 

5 

42.5 
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rr.,v> 

53447007 

AE51D 

AcroH-»!4 Voice 

07/30/2013 15;47,:34 

GrooixdVUr 

Non-Satcom 

0 

1 6.0-1 

CG02 

534470Q7 

AtSID 

AeroH+i4 Voice 

07/30/2013 15:57:16 

Air-Ground 

KJ1253961700C 

0 

1 6 

CG02 

7498109H 


SwiftBroadbsndData 

07/30/2013 14:34:48 

Air-Ground 


33.8 MByte 

302,59 


T^onintu 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbaod Fax/ISiW 

07/30/2013 15:27:34 

Air-Ground 

12Q22829354 

0 

2 17 

CG(j2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftSrDadbandfax/t5DN 

07/30/2013 15:29:28 

Air-Ground 

12022328986 

0 

1 8.5 

CG02 

74S81D93 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbsnct Fax/ISDN 

07/30/2013 15:31:29 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

A .M 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadhand Fax/ISDN 

07/30/2013 15:35:23 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

2 17 

C602 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax, 'ISDN 

07/30/2013 15:42:51 

Arr-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

2 17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBi'oadband rax/ISON 

07,^0/2013 21:58:35 

Air-Ground 

1202282S443 

0 

2 17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

07/30/2013 22:01:04 

Air-Ground 

12022828443 

0 

13 IIQ.S 




Monthlvdata plan laernen 

CG C2?ntract - OKS fair share 



r- Sfi 








$ Stsem 

1 

CG02 

53447007 

AESiD 

AeroH4i4 Voice 

08/06/2013 15:25:20 

Ground-Air 

Non-Satcom 

0 

1 6.04 

rniv! 

749S1096 

voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

08/06/2013 15:20:44 

Air-Ground 


39.3 MByte 

0 

CC02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

08/06/2013 20:21:22 

Air-Ground 


26.8 M3yte 

0 

rrr\-> 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

QS/Oe/IOlS 15:20:53 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 17 

rr.m 

84D40804 

Fax 

SwiftBreadbandFax/tSDN 

08/06,'2013 15:25:39 

Ground-Air 

3216102318 

0 

1 8.5 

CG02 

74931093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

08/^/2013 15:26:51 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 r? 

r.<m 

74981Q93 


SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 

08/06/2013 15:29:57 

Air-Ground 

1202282S986 

0 

1 8.5 

rr.m 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/!SDM 

08/06/2013 15:32:42 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

7 S9.5 

rr.r.'i 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax,'!SDN 

08/06/2013 16:25:26 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

8 6.8 

C602 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftCroadbarrei Fax/ISDN 

08/06/2013 16:35:31 

Air-Ground 

12022828300 

0 

1 s.s 

CG02 

74981093 


SwiftBroadband Data 

08/12/2013 09:25:39 

Alr-Gfound 


4S.1 MByte 

0 

tG02 

74S81Q93 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

08/12/2013 16:52:36 

Air-Ground 


46.5 MByte 

0 

C!:02 

74381093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

08/12/2013 10:15:33 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax^SON 

08/12/2013 10:17:31 

Wr-Ground 

120Z28289S6 

0 

1 8.5 

CGC2 

74981093 

Voles 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 

08/12/2013 10:13:58 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1 8,5 

CCi02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/lSON 

08/12/2013 10:20:25 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

9 76,5 

CQ02 

749!ill»3 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband fax/!SDN 

Wl/12/20i3 11:18:23 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

7 59,5 

c;go2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

08/29/2013 16:20:37 

Air-Grourtd 


85.2 MByte 

762.74 

CG02 

74381093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/'SDN 

08/29/2013 16:41:12 

Air-Gr«ind 

12Q22829354 

0 

2 17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voii-» 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

08/29/2013 16:42:58 

Air-Ground 

1202282898S 

0 

1 S.S 

CC0.2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadhanci Fsx/tSDN 

08/23/2013 16:45:26 

Atr-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

3 25.5 

CG02 

74981083 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 

08/29/2013 16:48:32 

Air-Ground 

i20228283(K) 

0 

1 8,S 

i;go2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

08/29/2013 16:49:37 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

3 25,5 

GG02 

749S1093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

08/29/2013 16:53:03 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

2 17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

08/29/2013 16:55:09 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1 8,S 

(.';G02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSON 

08/29/2013 16:55:45 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

6 51 

CG-I.01 

N/A 

DATA 

Monthly data plan per nev 

CG Contraa- OHS fair share 



5 5,94.3.66 




CG02 

74981093 

Vbice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/D2/2013 16:13:18 

Alr^round 


44 MByte 

393.9 

£;G02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftSroadbanc) Fax/iSDN 

09/02/2013 16:32:17 

Alr-Grpund 

12022828140 

0 

8 68 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

05/02/2011 16:59:20 

Alr-Grnund 

12022828140 

0 

8 68 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/02/2013 18:36:05 

Alr-Grbund 

12022828140 

0 

T 55i..5 

CG02 

V49B1093 

Voice 

SwIftBfoaribandFax/lSDN 

09/02/2013 18:42:54 

Air-Ground 

12022823140 

0 

7 S9,S 

CGt)2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/31/2013 09:32:28 

Air-Ground 


0.3 MByte 

2, 69 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/11/2013 09:50:55 

Air-Ground 


26,1 M9yto 

233,66 

c:go2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Dsta 

09/11/2013 11:36:11 

Air-Ground 


3.7 Mflytn 

33,12 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwIftBroadbsndData 

09/11/2013 21:02:38 

Air-Ground 


136i2 MSyte 

1219,31 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwfftBtnadbaitd Fax/ISDN 

09/11/2013 10d31:3S 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 IT 

CG02 

74S81C93 

Voice 

SwIftBtoadhsncIFax/ISDN 

09/11/2013 10:03:22 

Air-Ground 

12022828986 

0 

7 17 

CG02 

7498109.3 

Voice 

SwIftBrioadband Fax/ISDN 

09/11/2013 3D-.05:41 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

6 51 

CGD2 

74981093 

Voice 

i 

1 

09/11/2013 21:45:45 

Air-Ground 

12022829666 

0 

1 8.S 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

1 

1 

09/11, '2013 21:47:02 

Air-Ground 

12022829354 

0 

2 17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 

09/11/2013 23:13:21 

Air-Ground 

12022823140 

0 

5 42,5 

CG02 

74S8I093 

Voice 

SwiftSroadband Fax.ftSDN 

09/11/2013 23:19:05 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

B 68 

0002 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Ftix/iSDN 

09/11/2023 23:27:16 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

3 2S.S 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

09/11/2013 23:31:03 

Aff-Griwnd 

12026121645 

0 

4 .34 

CQ02 

7498109,3 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Fax/iSON 

09/11/2013 23:36:58 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

11 93, S 

r.G02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbandFax/lSON 

09/11/2013 23:48:14 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

7 59.5 

CG02. 

74981033 

Voice 

SwiftSroadband fax/ISDN 

09/11/2013 23:55:21 

Air-Ground 

12022828140 

0 

1 8,5 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband fax/ISDN 

09/11/2013 23:55:49 

Air-Ground 

12026121645 

0 

2 17 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadbandFax/lSON 

09/11/2013 23:57:48 

Air-Ground 

I202612164S 

0 

S 42,5 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 01:28:28 

Atf -Ground 


12.5 MByte 

111.9 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 01:54:39 

Air-Ground 


3 MByte 

26 86 

CG02 

74981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 02:10:33 

Air-Gfound 


0.2 M8yte 

1,79 

ceo2 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 03:18:30 

Air-Ground 


0,2 MByte 

1.79 

CG02 

74981096 

Voire 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 03:19:12 

Air-Ground 


0.7 MByte 

6.27 

CG02 

74981093 

voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 03:25:48 

Air-Ground 


8.6 MByte 

76,99 

CG02 

74981093 

Voice 

SwiftBr-oadbaiid Data 

09/12/2013 03:47:22 

Air-Ground 


0,4 MByte 

3.5S 

CGn2 

74981056 

Voicfi 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 iB:58;53 

AH -Ground 


0-2 MSyte 

1.79 

CG02 

7498.109,3 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

09/12/2013 04;32^S 

i^r-Groand 


0.8 MSyte 

7,26 

CG02 

71981096 

Voice 

SwiftBroadband Data 

(B/i2/2S3i3 04:43:23 

Air-Ground 


0,3 MByte 

2 69 

CG02 

:'--i9S1093 

Voles 

SwiffSroadbandOata 

09./12/2013 04:53:13 

Air-GrourK} 


0.3 MByte 

2.69 
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CGD2 7498X096 Voice SwiftBroadband Data 09/12/2013 (»J6:55 Air-Ground 63.5 MByte 

CGD2 7498X09.^ Voice Swift.Broadband Fax/JSDN 09/12/2013 00:02:43 Ajf-Groond 12026121845 0 

CG02 534470Q7 AESiD AeroK-s-14 Voice 09/13/2013 14:56:38 Ground-Air Non-Satco.m 0 

CG02 53447007 ASSID AeroH + S4 Voice 09/13/2013 19:48:09 Air-Ground 0012022829179 0 

tG02 749S1C193 Voice SwiftBroadband Data 09/13/2013 12:24:42 Wr-Ground 417 MByte 

CG02 74981096 Voice SwiftBroadbarid Data 09/13/2013 19:28:35 Air-Ground 196.6 MByte 

CG02 74981093 Voice Swiftaroadbandfax/fSDN 09/13/2013 13:05:56 Wr-Ground 120228293S4 0 

CG02 74981093 Voire Swift8roadbaridPax/!50N 09/13/Kfl3 13:07:59 Air-Ground 1202282898S 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbaodFax/ISDN 09/13/2013 13:10:12 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 09/13/2013 13:13:34 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CGD2 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 09/13/2013 13:16:58 Air-Ground 1202282814Q 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftaroadbandFax^SDN (B/13/2013 14:33:32 Air-Ground 12022829748 0 

CG02 749SI093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 09/13/2013 14:3637 Wr-Ground 12022829748 0 

CGD2 7498109.3 Voice SwiftBroadbandfax/iSDN M/13/2013 16:32:23 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

C602 74981093 Voire .SwiftSroadband Fax/iSDK' 09/13^013 16:42:27 Wr-Gfound 12022828140 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftSioadbartd Fax/iSDN 09/13/2013 16:43:08 Air-Ground 12026121645 0 

CG02 74982093 Voice SwiftSroadbar^dFax/iSDN 09/13/2013 15:48:45 Air-Ground 12026121645 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/13/2013 17:18:13 Air-Ground 12026121645 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/iSDN 09/13/2013 17:22:15 Air-Ground 12026121645 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBioadbandFax/lSON 09/13/2013 17:23:57 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBrcadbanctFax/!50N 09/13/2013 17:40:22 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CG02 7498:1093 Voice SwiftBroadhandPax/iSDN 09/13/2013 17:48:22 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CG02 74381093 Voice SwIftBroadhandfax/iSON 09/13/2013 17:52:00 Air-Ground 1202612164S 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftDroadbandFax/ISON 09/13/2013 17:52:55 Air-Ground 12026121645 G 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwIftBroadbandFax/iSDN 09/13/2013 17:53:34 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CGQ2 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadhandFax/ISON 09/13/2013 18:01:50 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CG02 74981 C93 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/13/2013 18:10:08 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/iSDN 09/13/2013 18:24:19 Air-Ground 12022823140 0 

CG02 74SS10.93 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 09/13/2013 18:25:15 Air-Ground 12026121645 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/13/2013 19:02:08 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 749S1093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/13/2013 19:02:38 Air-Ground 12022829179 0 

CG02 V4981093 Voice SwiftSrnadhandFax/tSDN 09/13/2013 19:03:12 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 09/13/2013 19:24:43 Air-Ground 12022829179 0 

CGn2 7498109.3 Voice SwlftBroadbandFax/ISDN (»/13/20a3 19:25:38 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CC302 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 09/13/2013 19:28:17 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwlftSfoadband Fax/ISDN 09/13/2013 19:49:35 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/13/2013 20:01:42 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 09/13/2013 20:05:59 Aif-Grt^nd 12022839258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/13/2013 20:12:06 Ak-Croond 120228292.58 0 

CG02 7498109.3 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 09/13/2013 20:19:34 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74931093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/iSDN 09/13,/2D13 20:35:54 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CQ02 74981093 Voice SwfftSroadbandFax/ISDN 09/13/2013 20:48:04 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CC02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 03/13/2013 20:51:04 Atr-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandfax/iSDN 09/13/2013 21:29:52 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/iSDN 09/13/2013 21:46:33 Air-Ground 12022829258 0 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftSroadhandFax/ISDN 09/13/2013 22:06:17 Air-Giound 12022829258 0 


.568.48 

1 8.S 

2 12.08 

37.33.14 

1760.04 

2 17 

i 8.5 

3 25.-> 

1 5.'3..S 

3 25.5 

6 SI 

10 8.5 

1 8,5 

3 25.5 

8 58 

4 34 

2 X7 

3 25,5 

5 68 

•t 34 

1 S.S 

i 8,5 

5 68 

7 59. S 

1 8.5 

3 25,5 

1 8.5 

1 B.S 

1 a, .5 

1 8,5 

2 17 

21 178.S 

11 93,5 

3 25,5 

6 51 

5 42,5 

16 136 

12. .102 

3 25,5 

39 331,5 

16 136 

17 144.5 

28 238 


CGU2 53447007 AESID AeroH+14 Voice 

CG02 53447007 AESI.O AeroH-tlH Voice 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Data 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/ISON 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftSroadbandFax/ISON 

CG02 7498109.3 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwiftBroadbaocJFax/tSDN 

CG02 8404D8CM Fax SwiftBroadband Fax/ISDN 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwifteroacIbandData 

CGC12 74.9«:109S Voice .SwIftBroadhond Data 

CG02 74981093 Voice SwitlBroad&andFsx/lSON 

Ce02 7498103.3 Voice SwiftBroadband Data 


09/18/2013 22:D2:.53 Air-Ground 0019563379482 
09/18/2013 22:43:08 Air-Ground 0019562362252 
09/18/2013 18:51:24 Wr-Ground 
08/18/2013 19:13:35 Alr-GfOund 12022828140 
09/18/2013 19:15:48 Air-Ground 12022828140 
09/18/201.3 19:19:59 Alr-Cnaund 12Q22828140 
09/18/2013 19;23:04 Air-Ground 12026121645 
09/18/2013 19:2S:M Air-Ground 12022828140 
09/18/2013 20:13:25 Ground-Air 3216102318 
09/19/2013 13:39:04 Air-Ground 
09/19/2013 16:55:28 Air-Grouftd 
09/19/2013 14:19:37 Air-Ground 12022828140 
09/20/2013 16:13:55 Air-Ground 


0 7.5 45 

0 3 18 

60,S MByte 541,62 

0 2 17 

0 .1 8,5 

0 2 17 

0 2 17 

0 4 34 

0 1 8.5 

246 MByte 2202,29 

144.1 MByte. 1290.04 

0 6 .51 

2SB.6 MByte 2583.56 


CG-iOl 53410301, ABSiD AeroH Voice 09/26/2013 14:34:45 Ground-Air Non-Satcom 0 

CG-101 53410301 AtSID AeroH Voice 09/26/2013 14:35:58 Ground-Air Non-Satcom 0 

CG-101 74980708 Voice SwiftSroadbandData 09/26/2013 13:53:55 Air-Ground 95.4 MByte 

CG-101 7498070S Voice Sv<lft8roarihsrtdData 09/26/2013 18-.43;27 Wr-Grouruj 54.8 Milyte 

CG-101 74380708 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 09/26/2013 14:09:40 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

CG-101 74980706 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 09/26/2013 14:11:29 Air-Ground 12022828140 0 

C6-101 74980649 Voice SwiftCfoadbsndFax/iSDN 09/26/2013 14:15:16 Air-Ground 12022829354 C 

CG-101 749S0649 Voice SwiftBroadbandFax/lSDN 09/26/2013 14:17:39 Air-Ground 12022828986 0 

CG-101 53410301 AESID AeroH Voice 09/27/2013 20:23:25 Ground-Ak Non-Satcom 0 

CG-101 749805X18 Voice SwiftBroadband Data 09/27^013 15:S0-.44 fdr-Ground 14.6 MByte 

CG-'iOi 74980708 Voice SwiftBroadband Data 09/27/2013 16:15:35 Air-Ground S2.S MSyte 

CG-101 7493070S Voire Swift&TOadbandData 09/27/2013 19:36:44 .Air-GrtHimJ 304,8 .MByte 

CG-lOl 74380708 Voice SwiftBroadband Fax/lSON 09/27/2013 16:34:43 Air-Ground 12026121645 0 

CG-101 N/A DATA Monthly data pisrr per new CG Compact- DUS faft share 


1 6.16 

1 6, IS 
854,06 
490.59 

2 17 
12 ,, 102 

2 17 

1 8.5 

2 12.32 
13C.7 

470 
2728.69 
7 59.S 

S S, 943.66 
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No DHS Plights October 2013 



3-6 Oec-13 Belgium, Turkey, Germany beers, r si-dhs Secretary 
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CG-101 N/A DATA Monthly data plan per new CG Contract - DHS fair share $ 5,943,66 

lOTAL i 2l.l2D.02 
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LUTZ, ART 

MARRONE, CHRISTIAN 
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Shore Maintenance Backlog 

4. Question: Please provide the figures outlining tiie shore maintenance backlog. Describe in detail how the 
Coast Guard prioritizes which projects to address first, and provide a prioritized list of backlogged shore 
maintenance projects. 

ANSWER: 

Deferred maintenance is maintenance that was not performed when it should have been or was scheduled 
to be, and which is thus postponed until a future period or not performed that year. Deferred maintenance 
includes preventative maintenance, normal repairs, replacement of parts and structural components, and 
other activities needed to preserve the asset so that it continues to provide acceptable service and achieves 
its expected life. Deferred maintenance excludes activities aimed at expanding the capacity of an asset or 
otherwi.se upgrading it to serve needs different from, or significantly greater than, those originally 
intended. 

The shore maintenance backlog is $653 Million and consists of over 6,000 projects. 

The Coast Guard uses a Centralized Planned Obligation Prioritization (C-POP) and a Regional Planned 
Obligation Prioritization (R-POP) process which focuses on the most critical shore infrastructure projects 
from an enterprise perspective to be executed within two fiscal years. The prioritization utilizes metrics 
that consider strategic operations, tactical operations, mission readiness, mission support, facility 
condition, health and safety, lowering life cycle cost, and incorporating opportunities to reduce the Coast 
Guard’s footprint. 

Ihe Coast Guard uses a Centralized Planned Obligation Prioritization (C-POP) process which focuses 
on the most critical shore maintenance projects from an enterprise. Approximately 30% of the annual 
AFC-43 appropriation is prioritized through the C-POP using metrics that consider the following: 
strategic operations, tactical operations, mission readiness, mi.ssion support, facility condition, health 
and safety, lowering life cycle cost, and incorporating opportunities to reduce the CG’s footprint. A 
panel of senior representatives from PAC, LANT, Operations and Mission Support engage in 
prioritizing the projects annually. The remaining appropriation is prioritized by the Regional Planned 
Obligation Prioritization (R-POP) process and is managed by Unit Facility Engineers and Civil 
Engineering Units, with oversight by the Shore Infrastructure Logistics Center and Product Line 
Managers. The process uses the same criteria as the C-POP and involves elose collaboration with 
stakeholders to ensure available resources for maintenance are applied to the highest service needs at 
the regional level. 
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Vessel Maintenanee Backlog 

5. Question: Please provide a prioritized list of the backlogged maintenance needs for the entire fleet of 
vessels over 65’, broken down by vessel type and category of maintenance, updating last year’s answer. 
How would the Coast Guard describe the maintenance backlog on its vessels smaller than 65’? 

ANSWER: 

The following table lists the Coast Guard’s current FY14 depot maintenance backlog for cutters. Each 
individual maintenanee project or activity has its own relative priority. Potential deferrals are evaluated 
based on available funding, maintenance schedules, operational schedules, systems obsolescence, and 
asset materiel condition. Backlogged maintenance differs from deferred maintenance. Deferred 
maintenance includes preventative maintenance, normal repairs, replacement of parts and structural 
components, and other activities needed to preserve the asset so that it continues to provide acceptable 
service and achieves its expected life. 

PDM = Planned Depot Maintenance which includes dockside availabilities, dry-dock availabilities, and 
planned inventory procurement. 

TCTO = Time Compliant Technical Orders which include fleet engineering changes such as system 
obsolescence correction. 

CASREP = Casualty Repairs which includes unplanned maintenance on equipment and systems and 
unplanned pails inventory procurement. 

C4ISR = C4ISR projects planned to coincide with PDM periods to maintain overall supportabiiity in 
order to execute current missions. 


Vessel Type 

Category 

FY14 Backlog Amount ($K) 

Medium Endurance Cutters 

PDM 

S 2,824 


TCTO 

$ 1,118 


CASREP 

$ 4,823 


C41SR 

$ 5,892 

Patrol Boats 

PDM 

$ 0 


TCTO 

$ 1,907 


CASREP 

$ 1,680 


C4ISR 

S 7,525 

Buov/Construction Tenders 

PDM 

$ 3,856 


TCTO 

$ 857 


CASREP 

$ 3,94! 


C41SR 

$ 1,751 

High Endurance Cutters 

PDM 

$ 9,064 


TCTO 

$ 6,371 


CASREP 

$ 5,209 


C4ISR 

$ 3,967 

Polar Icebreaker 

PDM 

$ 1,090 


TCTO 

$ 2,635 


CASREP 

$ 1,000 

Domestic Icebreakers 

PDM 

$ 85 


TCTO 

$ 25 


CASREP 

$ 100 


C4iSR 

$ 2,332 

Small Boats 

PDM 

$ 8,292 


TCTO 

$ 2,635 
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CASREP 

$ 5,615 

TOTAL 


S 84,594 


Aircraft Maintenance Backlog 

6. Question: What is the Coast Guard’s aircraft maintenance backlog for both fixed and rotary wing assets? 
Please provide a prioritized list of backlogged maintenance needs for the air assets, broken down by aircraft 
type and category of maintenance, updating last year’s answer. 

ANSWER: 

The following table provides a snapshot of the aircraft maintenance backlog as of 5 May 2014 for all 
Coast Guard aviation platforms. The definitions for the difierent columns are found in the Coast Guard 
Financial Resource Management ManiiaL COMDTINST M7100.3 (series), chapter 7.G. The basic 
definitions are as follows: 

(1) REPS-Rcpairs: the cost of repairs for a repairable part. 

(2) REPS-New Buy: the cost to buy new repairable parts 

(3) CONS-New Buy: the cost of a consumable part 


Sum of REPs Sum of REPs New ggn, of CONs New 

Platform Repairs Buy Buv 

LRS 

S6,245,739 

$3,171,800 

$641,201 

MRR 

$2,094,738 

$7,362,309 

SI. 472,8 11 

MRS 

$953,847 

$5,572,672 

$269,632 

SRR 

$2,330,018 

$12,320,585 

$4,884,295 

Total 

$11,624342 

$28,427366 

$7,267,939 

Grand Total 



$47,319,647 


National Capital Re 2 ion Airspace Security 

7. Question: Please provide the co.st data for the Coast Guard’s National Capital airspace security mission to 
include actual expenditures for FY 2013, expenditures and projected expenditure for FY 2014, and the 
budget anticipated for FY 20! 5. 

ANSWER: 

FY 13 Actual: $24.6M 

FY 14 Expenditure as of 12MAR14-Hearing Date: $11. OM 
FY 14 Projected: $24. 8M 
FY 15 Projected; $25.0M 
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Research. Development. Testing and Evaluation 

8. Question: Please detail how the funding requested in 2015 for RD'I’&E will be allocated, comparing it with 
FY 2012 and 2013. 

ANSWER: 

The charts below show how the funding requested In FY' 2015 for Research Development Test & 
Evaluation (RDT&E) will be allocated compared to RDT&E FY 2012 and EY 2013 funds. 




FY12 


rY2013 


FY2015 

PROJECTS 


Planned 


Planned 


Planned 

Obligations 
(S Million) 

Obligations 
($ Million) 

Obligations 
($ Million) 


$ 

10.63 

$ 

10.63 

$ 

7.77 

UAS 

$ 

13.39 


$ 

1.30 

Oil SpiU Detection and Response, 
Including Oil in Ice 

s 

0.27 

$ 

2.50 

$ 

1.09 

Intelligence/Cyber 

$ 

0.30 

$ 

0.50 

s 

1.25 

Aftemative Ener^/Environmental 
Analysis 

$ 

0.79 

$ 

0.75 

$ 

0.27 

Sensor Optimization, Automation, and 
Visualization 

$ 

0.58 

$ 

0.58 

$ 

0.48 

Other Projects 

$ 

1.81 

$ 

0.24 

$ 

0.21 

Arctic Operations 


$ 

1.22 

s 

2.17 

Pre-Acquisition Fxploration 


$ 

1.01 

$ 

1.40 

Modeling & Simulation 


$ 

1.50 

$ 

1.13 

Ballast Water (BWT) 

Sysicmsdnvasive Species 


$ 

0.80 


Strategic Analysis 



s 

0.35 1 


9. Question: Since the budget for R&D Center is mostly personnel as compared to projects, what is the 
JustiRcation for why the program is not funded in Operating Expenses within the Military and Civilian Pay 
and Benefits PPAs? 

ANSWER: 


Hie RDT&E appropriation provides funding for applied scientific research and development. Projects 
ftmded from the RDT&E appropriation are generally multi-year projects which align to the multi-year 
RD'F&E appropriation structure, which helps to ensure uninterrupted progress over the life of the project. 
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10. Question: Please detail why the budget projects to carry over $7,000,000 and how this compares to prior 
budget requests. Include a breakout by project. 

ANSWER: 

The RDT&E Program plans to cari^ over $500,000 vice $7,000,000, into FY 2016. 

An error in Object Class code 25. 1 was identified after OMB budget documents were locked for 
production. Fixing the Object Class error in the FY2015 Congressional Justification Exhibit E created an 
inconsistency with the President’s Budget Appendix that was resolved by increasing the carryov'er 
estimate to ensure the total requirements were the same in both documents. Coast Guard will work with 
appropriators as requested to ensure that their analysis corrects for this error. 

Projected carry over for the RDT&E appropriation into FY16 is approximately $500K. The RDT&E 
Program plans to carry over $300,000 in Arctic Operations and $200,000 in Unmanned Systems. This 
planned $500K carryover is lower than historic amounts. 

Coast Guard Re.servcs 


11. Question: How many reservi.sts are currently serving on active duty in the Coast Guard including 
assignments, locations, and estimated costs for FY 2013 and so far in FY 2014? 

ANSWER; 

As of April 28, 2014, there were 618 Selected Reserve (SEERES) members serving on active duty, both 
on voluntary and involuntary orders. Of the total number of SELRES on active duty, 1 68 are assigned to 
Port Security Units that are preparing to deploy or are currently deployed to Guantanamo Bay, Cuba 
providing waterborne security supporting U. S. Southern Command. The remaining SELRES are 
activated throughout the United States as individual mobilization augmentees providing operational 
support to the gaining commands, serving side-by-side with their Active component counterparts. 
Additionally, there 25 SELRES serving on Redeployment Assistance and Inspection Detachments 
(RAID) teams, .supporting U. S. Central Command in the Middle East by inspecting containers for 
seaworthiness and compatible material stowage. 



FY 2013 

FY 2014 

(as of 28 Apr 14) 

Activated Reservists 

805 

618 

Estimated cost 

$69,460,591 

$51,842,635 


Unobligated Balances 

12. Question: Please provide the breakdown of all currently unobligated AC&I and RDT&E balances by fiscal 
year and the execution plan for the balances. 

ANSWER; 


The following “Available Funding Spend Plan (projected obligations by year appropriated)” tables are 
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excerpts as they appear in the FY 2015 President’s Budget Request CJ (Congressional Justification) for 
the Coast Guard Acquisition Directorate’s Programs, Projects and Activities in the Acquisition, 
Construction and Improvement (AC&I) and the Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) 
appropriations. 

Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations by year appropriated) - ($000) 


Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) 


FY 

RDT&E Program Area (page CG-RDT&E-I3) 

FY20I4 

FY2015 

Totals 

2015 

Unmanned Systems 

$100 

$1,300 

$1,400 


Arctic Operations 

$150 

$2,174 

$2,324 


Pre-Acquisition Exploration for the Surface Fleet 


$1,396 

$1,396 


Oil in Ice/Oil Spill Detection and Response 

$100 

$1,090 

$1,190 


Modeling and Simulation 

$200 

$1,131 

$1,331 


Sensor Optimization, Automation and Visuali^tion 

$50 

$475 

$525 


intelliaence/Cvber 

$30 

$i,250 

$1,280 


Alternative Energv/Enviromnental Analysis 


$272 

$272 


Strategic Analysis 

$60 

$353 

$413 


Other Projects 

$56 

$206 

$262 


Facilities. Support and Operations 

$700 

$7,77! 

$8,47! 

2016 

Facilities, Support and Operations 


$529 

$529 

Total 

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 

$1,446 

$17,947 

$19,393 


Acquisition, Construction and Improvement (AC&I) 


Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations by year appropriated) 


ISVS Cost Categor\> ($000s) FY20I4 


2015 Production 

Procurement $2,500 
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FY 

NSC Cost Category (SOOOs) 

FY20n 

FY2012 

FYIOB 

FY2014 

FY20I5 

Totals 

2016 

Goveminent Furnished Equipment 



■BliKea 



$1,325 

Initial Spares 






$234 

Procurement 






S300 

Logistics 






$152 

Program Management 


^HiiDJrJ 

Hmss] 



$307 

Antecedent Liability 



wmiio 



$8,000 

Systems Production 






$63 

2017 

Engineering Change Order 







Government Furnished Equipment 





HBHH 

$450 

Initial Spares 






$5,372 

Procurement 



$140 



$140 

Logistics 



$158 



$158 

Post Delivery Activities 






$200 

Antecedent Liability 






$17,950 

Warranty 



HOESD 



■E^D 

2018 

Procurement 



■1^3 



EBEI 

Antecedent Liability 


[HHH 

HBHH 

■liaiiiia 


$24,083 

Systems Test & Evaluation 

HHHI 

i^HH 

HHHH 

$66 


$66 

2019 

Antecedent Liability 





$26,262 

$26,262 

Total 

National Security Cutter 


$559 

$37,503 

$33,334 


$732,502 


Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations by year appropriated) 


FY 

OPC Cost Category (SOOOs) 

FY20n 

FY20I2 

FY20B 

FY2014 


Totals 

1 

Design 

H^EI 





$6,600 


HMHH 

HiHHH 

EB^^I 

$518 





Hi^EH 

BEEi 


MUfetaM 



HHHI 

BBEl 

EIBBI 



in^Bi 

IglW 

Offshore Patrol Cutter 

SZ200 

$2,200 

$2,309 

$518 

$20,000 

$27,227 


iism 

FRC Cost Category ($000s) 

FY 2011 

FY2012 

FY20I3 

FY2014 

FY2015 

Totals 

2015 

Training 


$2,216 




■■MSI 

Post Delivery Activities 

■ii^ 

■IliRililil 





Antecedent Liability 






■nrai 

Program Management 

$1,011 

HtIKtII] 

$1,300 

$60 

.$4,000 

$7,871 

Travel 

$240 

■■nca 

nmumn 


BBEl 

■M^ai 


IHEB 


EEE 

EEE 


wmsm^ 

Systems Engineering 


$672 






BEim 




EEIB 

■i^nsi 




E^HH 



■ISEIIS 

Production 

1 




$83,000 


Government Furnished Equipment 




$481 


$481 

2016 

Antecedent Liability 






Miilgga' 

Program Management 


$1,621 

$6,060 



$7,68 1 

Economic Price Adjustment 


$19,297 





Systems Engineering 



$700 

$3,000 


$3,700 

Logistics 




$175 


$175 

Government Furnished Equipment 




$2,500 


$2,500 

Government Furnished information 




$1,500 


$1,500 

IVaining 


$400 

$300 



$700 

2017 

Post Delivery Activities 



$1,000 



$1,000 

Economic Price Adjustment 



$24,000 



$24,000 

Antecedent Liability 



$12,000 



$12,000 
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[FY \~FRC Cost Category’ (SOOOs) 


20/2 fY20i3\ FY 20141 FY2015\ 



2019 Antecedent Liability 

i Economic Price Adjustment 




WSEUBM 




mum 




mH^^i 



BSH 


HUHes^bbhbssihhi 

IHHHil 

immHi 



SjjS 

ms 



HIHHH 

HIHSB 







HC-/44A Conversion. Sustainment 


Available Funding Spend Plan (Froiected obueations bv vear aporopriated): 


■ \ HC-27J Cost Categon> (SOOOs) ! FY20I5 


2015 I Systems hnemeenn 


j Support Equipment 



Aircraft Production 


HC-27J Conversion, Sustainment 






Production 

Program Management 

Design 

Travel 

Support Equipment 

__Training 

H-65 Conversion and Sustainment 
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Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations 

I FY ! Cost Categon! (SOOOs) 




year appropriated) 

FYlOn i FY 2013 \ 
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FY 

MASI Cost Catesoiy (SOOOs) 

FY20U 

Fi 2012 

FY2013 

FY2015 

Totals 


Engineering Change Order 




$350 

$3,577 

2017 

Program Management 





$50 

Facilities 


i 

$4,044 


$4,044 

Travel 




tmmm 

$40 

Engineering Change Order 


mmm 

■■■■ 

m/mm 

$500 

2018 

Program Management 




$50 

$50 

Travel 




$40 

$40 

Engineering Change Order 




$350 

$350 

2019 

Engineering Change Order 




$350 

$350 

Travel 




$40 

$40 

Program Management 




$30 

$30 

Total 

Major Acquisition Systems Infrastructure 

SS8I 

$6,488 

$32,957 

$16,000 

$55,826 

Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations bv year apt 

jropriated) 

FY 

RB-M Cost Category (SOOOs) 

FY2011 

FY20I2 

FY20JS 

FY20I4 

Totals 

2015 

Travel 


$110 



$110 

Antecedent Liability 

$554 



$143 

$3,717 

Program Management 


■MW 



$6,120 

2016 

Program Management 


mmmm 



$897 

2017 

Antecedent Liability 




IliyQjlll 

HHBEQIi 

Program Management 



■EQHI 

mmm 


Total 





$143 

$11,16! 


Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations by year appropriated) 


FY 

MEP Cost Category (SOOOs) 


FY2012 

FY2013 

Totals 

2015 

Production 

$1,775 



$1,775 

Engineering Change Order 


$120 


$120 

Program Management 



$1,014 

$1,014 

Travel 



$14 

$14 

Initial Spares 



$3,992 

$3,992 

Data 



$200 

$200 

2016 

Program Management 



$1,721 

$1,721 

Total 

Medium Endurance Cutter Sustainment 

$1,775 

$120 

$6,941 

$8,836 


Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations by year appropriated) 


FY 

IT-60 Cost Category (SOOOs) 

FY20II 

FY2012 

Totals 

2015 : 

Aircraft Upgrade 

$2,593 

$200 

$2,793 

Program Management 


$875 

$875 

Travel 


$25 

$25 

2016 

Aircraft Upgrade 


$3,807 

$3,807 

Total 

FT-60 Conversion Projects i 

$2,593 i 

$4,907 

$7,500 


Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected obligations by year appropriated): 


FY 

R2l Cost Category (SOOOs) 

FY2011 

FY2012 

Totals 

2015 

Program Management 

$480 

$3,585 

$4,065 

Non-Recurring 


$938 

$938 

Procurement 


$1,500 

$1,500 

Data 


$45 

$45 

Test & Evaluation 


$i,609 

$1,609 

Software 


$350 

$350 

2016 

Program Management 


$2,632 

$2,632 

Engineering Change Order 


$808 

$808 

Non-Recurring 


$336 

$336 
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FY 

R21 Cost Category (SOOOs) 

FY201I 

FY20I2 

Totals 

Total 

Rescue 21 

$480 

$11803 

$12,283 


Available Funding Spend Plan (Projected Obligation by Year Appropriated): 


FY 

FAIS Cost Caie^ofy (SOOOs) 

FY20J2 

FY20I3 

FY2()!4 

Totals 

2015 

Government Furnished Equipment 



$5,700 

$5,700 

Travel 



$86 

$86 

2016 

Program Management 

$21 



$21 

2017 

Program Management 


$394 


$394 

2018 

Program Management 



$817 

$817 

Total 

Nationwide Automatic Identification System 

S2l 

S394 

$6,603 

$7,018 


Maritime Search and Rescue Detection Technology 

13. Question: Currently, the S&T Directorate in the Department of Homeland Security is supporting the 

development of a new maritime detection technology that will revolutionize the manner in which the Coast 
Guard conducts Search and Rescue operations. Tliis program is known as “Detection of Persons in the 
Water (PlW)-Wide Area Search and Cueing.” If successful, this would be one of the most operationally 
significant technology transfers ever done by the S&T Directorate for one of the DHS Agencies. The fact 
that the technology originated out of the first SBIR process for USCG makes it even more meaningful from 
a Government investment perspective and speaks to the continuing diligence on the part of the Coast Guai’d 
to seek all opportunities to close technology gaps in critical platform capability. Are you personally aware 
of this technology development? 

ANSWER: 

The Coast Guard’s Sensor Integration Office (CG-71 13) at Coast Guard Headquarters is the liaison 
between DHS S&T and the Coast Guard. The Assistant Commandant for Capability (CG-7) has been 
briefed on this program. 


14. Question: Tlie plan is to provide an operational prototype to the Coast Guard for operational test and 
evaluation by the Fall of 20 1 5. Coast Guard personnel are involved in the Government’s oversight of the 
development effort. Have you been briefed on the flight test results to date? 


ANvSWER: 

The Coast Guard has been actively participating with DHS S&T in the development of this program. As 
a result of the brief to the Assistant Commandant for Capability, a MCA between DHS S&T and CG-7 
was signed in July 2012 and the relevant CG-7 offices remain aware of ongoing developments in this 
project. 

15. Question: Is it too soon for the Coast Guard to begin development of an implementation plan for 
installation of the system into the MH-60 and MH-65 helicopters? 

ANSWER: 

The project calls for the prototype sensor to be installed on a MH-65 helicopter for Coast Guard 
operational testing. This test will provide the necessary information for potential implementation on our 
aircraft. 
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16. Question: Do you have the budgetary resources planned for the transition of this technology including any 
planning resources needed in FY 2015? 


ANSWER: 

ITie Coast Guard cannot make a flmding determination until a successful operational evaluation is 
complete. Operational testing is projected to occur in the third quarter fiscal year 2015. 


Maritime Operations Coordination Plan and the Air and Marine Operations Center 

17. Question: What is the status of the implementation ofthc Maritime Operations Coordination Plan? 


ANSWER: 


As of June 2013, 33 Regional Coordinating Mechanisms have been established at critical port locations. 


18. Question: How does the Coast Guard interact with the Air Marine Operations Center (AMOC)? 

ANSWER: 

The AMOC facilitates communication and coordination of DHS Air Assets throughout the District 7, 
District 8, and District 1 1 AORs. AMOC’s specialty is fusing RADAR, sensor, and tracking data. 
Primary support for the Coast Guard is through AMOC’s Air Marine Operations Surveillance System 
(AMOSS) picture, which is distributed to ten CG Units through stand alone computers. These AMOSS 
units allow the CG to see CG aircraft within RADAR contact, all CBP air and Marine Units, Low Flying 
Aircraft, LINK data, Automatic Identification System (AIS) feeds, and CG Cutters on one screen. 
Additionally, AMOC intelligence is working with CG intelligence to tie in low flying aircraft with 
mai’ine movements of narcotics. 


19. Questions: What are the challenges for sharing all air and marine tracks with the AMOC? 
ANSWER: 


The Coast Guai'd is able to seamlessly share all unelassified air and marine tracks with AMOC. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Jack Kingston 

Admiral Robert J. Papp, Jr., Commandant, United States Coast 
Guard 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 20 1 5 Coast Guard Budget Request 
March 12, 2014 


Vessel Boarding Security Teams tVBSTs) and Port Security 

20. Question: 'I'he fiscal year 20 1 5 budget request fails to support the operations of the Coast Guard. I have 
two significant deep water ports in my district, the Port of Savannah and Brunswick, and I am very 
concerned with the elimination of four Vessel Boarding Security Teams in the budget request. While the 
four that are tai'geted are not in the First District of Georgia, it is very concerning that the Coast Guard is 
cutting this capability. 

How can you assure that our ports are safe while at the same time you are cutting programs that are tai-geted 
towards port security? As our ports deepen and bigger vessels with larger capacity enter our nation’s ports, 
how do you plan to address the increased security needs? 

ANSWER: 

The Coast Guard uses risk-based decision-making to appropriately align resources and operational risk in 
the maritime environment. Tlie VBST workload will be distributed to other Coast Guard Sector, Station 
or cutter personnel that have sufficient capacity to absorb the work. 'I'he Coast Guard will also maintain 
sufficient surge personnel and assets to provide presence and/or respond to specific port security threats. 

Area Maritime Security Committees (AMSCs) respond to ever changing characteristics of our Nation’s 
ports. Both Federal law ajid Coast Guard policy mandate that a risk-based AMSA be conducted at each 
of the 43 Coast Guard Captains of the Port Zones; to include annual review and validation. 


Fast Response Cutters 

21. Question: The fiscal year 20 15 budget request only provides funding for two Fast Response Cutters (FRC). 
This is a drastic decrease of four from the number provided last year in the fiscal year 2014 Omnibus. As 
you know, FRC’s conduct a wide variety of crucial missions from port, waterways and coastal security to 
search and rescue to fishery patrols. 

Does the funding requested for two FRC’s sufficiently cover the mission? What is the operational impact of 
the reduced numbers? 
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ANSWER: 

The FY 2015 request supports the Coast Guard’s highest priority recapitalization goals and maintains 
funding for critical operations and frontline personnel. 

The Coast Guard will continue to direct available resources to meet the highest priority mission needs. 


Disposal of Decommissioned Coast Guard Cutters 


22. Question: As you know, one process the USCG uses to dispose of vessels is the GSA excess property 
program. Once the USCG declares a small vessel excess and turns it over to GSA for disposition, GSA 
offers the boat for transfer to other federal agencies first, then states, and if there Is no governmental 
interest, then it is put up for general auction. Proceeds from this auction are then returned to the general 
treasury. 

Once the vessel is auctioned, what requirements or restrictions are placed on the party who acquires the 
vessel? If the owner chooses to scrap the vessel, are there any requirements that this should be done in the 
United Stales. Are there any statutory requirements for proceeds to benefit maritime related programs? 

ANSWER: 

The restrictions on the disposal of a privately owned vessel are dependent on the gross tonnage of the 
vessel, such as Certificate of Financial Responsibility (COFR) for vessels over 300 gross tons. 

There are no requirements to scrap a privately owned vessel within the United States 

Once the proceeds from the GSA excess property program are returned to the general U.S. Treasury 
account, there are no restrictions on its use. 

23. Question: The USCG and the Maritime Administration (MARAD) recently signed a Memorandum of 
Agreement concerning the disposal of excess USCG vessels. The document specifically references two 
vessels but is broadly written to the cover the disposal of additional vessels. 

How many USCG vessels will be disposed of by the MARAD in 2014 and 2015? Will the USCG post 
interagency agreements on its website for public view? 

ANSWER: 

The Coast Guard currently has no plans to add vessels to the MARAD Ready Reserve Fleet in 2014 or 
2015. The USCGC IRIS and USCGC PLANETREE have been held in storage for more thanlO years and 
the Coast Guard seeks to have them scrapped in 2014 or 2015. 

The Coast Guard has no plans to post interagency agreements regarding disposal of USCG vessels on a 
public web-site. 
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UNITED STATES IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS 
ENFORCEMENT 

WITNESSES 

DANIEL RAGSDALE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

PETER EDGE, DEPUTY ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, HOMELAND SECURITY 

INVESTIGATIONS 

THOMAS HOMAN, E XE CUTIVE ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, ENFORCEMENT 

AND REMOVAL OPERATIONS 

Opening Statement: Mr. Carter 

Mr. Carter. I am going to call this hearing to order. 

Let me just open up by saying there are multiple hearings today 
and people will be coming and going a lot, as they move from one 
subcommittee hearing to the other. 

We are pleased to get started. Our panel this morning is made 
up of three exceptional professionals who have almost 75 years of 
law enforcement experience between them, Dan Ragsdale, ICE act- 
ing director; Tom Homan, executive associate director. Enforcement 
and Removal Operations; and Pete Edge, deputy executive asso- 
ciate director. Homeland Security Investigations, HSI. 

Before we begin, I want to thank all of you for what you do and 
for all the agents and officers that work with you and the inves- 
tigative teams in the service. You do exceptional work. We are 
aware of your work and we are very proud of you. The sub- 
committee knows your efforts are essential to keep this Nation safe 
and we are very grateful for the effort that all in your department 
do. 

Our job today is to learn whether the President’s budget request 
enables you to do your jobs taking down transnational criminal or- 
ganizations, combating illegal border crossing activity, and enforc- 
ing immigration laws. 

Gentlemen, I am going to be blunt. As chairman of the sub- 
committee, I must be convinced the budget supports your oper- 
ations. Unfortunately from what I have reviewed so far, cuts to 
operational accounts are not justified by the facts, analysis, or 
data. 

For example, I am not convinced the detention bed request is suf- 
ficient to detain level one, two, and three criminals, fugitives, and 
criminal aliens being released from prison. 

I am worried the cut in HSI salaries means fewer investigative 
hours and continued imbalance between the need for special agents 
and a team of wire tap specialists, intel analysts, and assistants. 

It upsets me that politically motivated policies and directives are 
creating an invitational posture at the border, and that this open 
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invitation causes human suffering and law enforcement night- 
mares. 

I get even more agitated or irritated when these policies and di- 
rectives undermine legitimate budgetary needs. Bottom line, ICE is 
not an organization that should he politicized. Its law enforcement 
mission is just too important to this Nation. 

Here are some cold, hard facts. From October through December, 
the Border Patrol apprehended 66,928 people in the Rio Grande 
Valley of Texas. This is a place we in Texas call the Valley. A total 
of 49,815 were “other than Mexicans” and 18,555 were juveniles. 
And the juvenile issue is quite honestly a human suffering issue as 
far as I am concerned. 

When these folks were apprehended, they met ICE’s mandatory 
detention criteria because they were all recent illegal entrants. But 
needless to say, they were not all placed in detention beds. 

What I would like for you to provide for the record is what hap- 
pened to them once they were processed by CBP and turned over 
to ICE. Of the 66,928 people, how many were actually placed in de- 
tention? What happened to the people ICE did not detain? How 
many were removed, remain in detention, were placed on alter- 
native initiatives to detention or claimed credible fear and are 
waiting for immigration hearings? Of the 18,555 children, how 
many were delivered to their families? 

We would like to have the statistics to understand what is going 
on. 

Gentlemen, all too often this debate ends up focusing on stories 
of good, hard-working people who make this dangerous journey to 
care for their families. 

Well, what do we know about the criminal organizations that 
brought these migrants to the United States? From the stories that 
I hear on the Rio Grande border, no one now crosses the border in 
Texas that does not have the permission of the cartels that operate 
across the border. I would like to know what your thoughts are on 
that, but we will get to all that when we go to the questioning. 

How are they networked inside of our borders? Is the human 
trafficking business providing the capital they need to develop 
cyber pornography, sell drugs, or sell the kids they are trans- 
porting? These are the criminals ICE goes after. This is the evil 
ICE confronts and you deserve a robust budget to do this effec- 
tively. 

In closing, I know you mean well, but I would be irresponsible 
if I did not ask whether these very policies and directives creating 
this massive migration of people are contributing to an environ- 
ment that supports criminal activity. This is my biggest frustration 
and constant worry. 

We have a common goal to keep the homeland as safe as pos- 
sible. We are counting on you to give us the facts and the benefit 
of your professional judgment. 

Before we get to your testimony, however, I will turn the floor 
over to my distinguished colleague from North Carolina, the sub- 
committee ranking member, Mr. Price. 

[The information follows:] 
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Deputy Executive Associate Director Edge 
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Hearing is called to order - 

I’m pleased to welcome our panel this morning, which is made up of three exceptional 
professionals who have almost 75 years of law enforcement experience between them: 

• Dan Ragsdale, ICE’s Acting Director; 

• Tom Homan, Executive Associate Director, Enforcement and Removal Operations; and 

• Pete Edge, Deputy Executive Associate Director, Homeland Security Investigations 
(HSI). 

Before we begin, I want to thank you and all of your agents, officers, and investigative teams for 
your service. This subcommittee knows your efforts are essential to keep our nation safe, and we 
are grateful. 

Our job today is to learn whether the President’s budget request enables you to do your jobs 
taking down transnational criminal organizations, combating illegal cross border activity, and 
enforcing immigration laws. 

Gentlemen, I’m going to be blunt. As Chairman of this subcommittee, I must be convinced the 
budget supports your operations. Unfortunately, from what I have reviewed so far, cuts to 
operational accounts aren’t justified by facts, analysis, or data. 

For example. I’m not convinced the detention bed request is sufficient to detain Level 1, 2, and 3 
criminals, fugitives, and criminal aliens being released from prison. 

I’m worried the cut to HSI salaries means fewer investigative hours, and continued imbalance 
between the need for special agents and a team of wire-tap specialists, intel analysts, and 
assistants. 

it upsets me that politically motivated policies and directives are creating an invitational posture 
at the border... and that this open invitation causes human suffering and law enforcement 
nightmares. I get even more irritated when those policies and directives undermine legitimate 
budgetary needs. Bottom line - ICE is not an organization that should be politicized. Its law 
enforcement mission is just too important. 
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Here are some cold, hard facts. From October through December, the Border Patrol 
apprehended 66,928 people in the Rio Grande Valley, a place we Texans call “the Valley.” Of 
the total, 49,815 were “Other-Than-Mexicans” and 18,555 were juveniles. 

When these folks were apprehended, they met ICE’s mandatory detention criteria because they 
were “recent illegal entrants” but, needless to say, they w'eren’t all placed in detention beds. 

What I’d like for you to provide for the record, is what happened to them once they were 
processed by CBP and turned over to ICE. 

• Of the 66,928 people, how many were actually placed in detention? What happened to 
the people ICE didn’t detain? 

• How many were removed, remain in detention, were placed in alternatives to detention, 
or claimed credible fear and arc waiting for immigration hearings? 

• Of the 18,555 children, how many were delivered to family members living legally or 
illegally in the United States, and how many children eontinue to wait in shelters becau.se 
they couldn’t be reunited with family members? 

With statistics like this, it is hard to believe the President’s budget supports ICE’s operational 
requirements. I’m concerned that CBP and ICE are stretched beyond their capacity. Public 
safety is at risk. We can only hope that criminals and terrorists - who are most certainly 
exploiting the gaps - won’t be successful in their unlawful and treacherous endeavors. 

Gentlemen, all too often this debate ends up focusing on stories of good, hard-working people 
who make this dangerous journey to take care of their families. But what do we know about the 
criminal organizations that brought these migrants into the United States? What other illegal 
activity do they conduct? How are they networked inside our borders? Is the human trafficking 
business providing the capital they need to develop cyber pornography, sell drugs, or sell the 
very kids they’re transporting? These are the criminals ICE goes after. , .this is the evil ICE 
confronts. ..and you deserve a robust budget to do it effectively. 

In closing, I know you mean well. But I’d be irresponsible if 1 didn’t ask whether the very 
policies and directives creating this massive migration of people are contributing to an 
environment that supports criminal activity. This is my biggest frustration and constant worry. 

Gentlemen, we have a common goal - to keep the homeland as safe as possible. We are 
counting on you to give us the facts and the benefit of your professional judgment. 

Before we get to your testimony, however, I’ll turn the floor over to my distinguished colleague 
from North Carolina and the subcommittee’s ranking member, Mr. Price. 
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Opening Statement: Mr. Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen, good morning. Glad to have you here. We appreciate 
your appearing before the subcommittee. We appreciate your serv- 
ice to the country, particularly during this time of transition for 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. 

I hope, of course, that an individual will soon be nominated to 
be the director of ICE. That is all the more important in light of 
the national debate we continue to have about reforming our immi- 
gration system. 

But for this morning, I am very happy to have the benefit of your 
expertise and experience, and the three of you bring a great deal 
to the table. 

Much of the discussion this morning will likely focus on ICE’s 
role in detaining and removing aliens from the country, but I hope 
we can also pay attention to the other important ICE activities, 
many of which are as critical to homeland security as civil immi- 
gration enforcement and should be resourced accordingly. 

These activities include investigations to combat illegal cross-bor- 
der trafficking and weapons, illicit drugs and other contraband, 
money laundering and other financial crimes, fraudulent trade 
practices, identity and benefit fraud, and human trafficking and 
child exploitation. 

ICE’s efforts in these areas are not controversial in the way that 
immigration enforcement has become, but they are extremely im- 
portant. Too few people understand this aspect of ICE’s mission or 
give ICE enough credit for the good work it is doing. 

Having said that, the debate surrounding immigration enforce- 
ment is important, and I will have several questions in that area 
as well. 

As I said at the secretary’s hearing on Tuesday afternoon, this 
is not only because of the fact that our immigration system is fun- 
damentally flawed, but also because the politics surrounding immi- 
gration are so contentious, plagued, I am afraid, by exaggerations 
of both fact and rhetoric, as well as legitimate policy differences. 

I have to say the politics of this issue has been on full display 
this week on the House floor even as we are having this hearing. 
The republican majority has the House considering two bills as 
deeply misguided as they are unprecedented. 

Heaven forbid the House consider unemployment insurance or 
raising the minimum wage. Instead we are once again playing poli- 
tics on immigration. 

My experience on this subcommittee ever since its creation has 
convinced me of the futility of approaching immigration as simply 
an enforcement issue or simply throwing money at the border or 
any other aspect of the problem. We must have comprehensive re- 
form. 

One of the things the subcommittee would greatly benefit from 
and might help clear the air somewhat around the overall immigra- 
tion debate would be more comprehensive and timely data about 
how the department is managing its border and immigration en- 
forcement responsibilities. 
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We do hear disturbing stories, as you know, about families being 
broken up when ICE deports a family member who, as far as we 
know, is not a criminal, poses no threat to the community. These 
are families in many cases who have been in the country for dec- 
ades, working, paying taxes, attending church, contributing to their 
communities. 

So we need more information about who you are apprehending, 
detaining and removing, and how they fit into your enforcement 
priorities. 

We need to have more confidence that our detention resources 
are used for those who really are threats to the community or seri- 
ous flight risks, and that alternative to detention programs, which 
are much less expensive, are being fully utilized as a detention al- 
ternative. 

Now, better information may not be the way to reach consensus 
on vexing questions of border and immigration enforcement policy, 
but surely it would help. It would help elevate the discussion to one 
based more on empirical evidence. 

The agency’s budget request is for $5.36 billion. That is a reduc- 
tion of $255 million or 4.8 percent below the current year. We want 
to hear from you regarding the rationale behind all the agency’s 
funding proposals and how they fit into your overall strategy for 
prioritizing activities. 

I know some of my colleagues are very quick to attack the pro- 
posed reductions in ICE’s overall budget, particularly the proposed 
reduction in the detention bed requirement and elimination of the 
detention bed mandate. 

But ICE’s budget request simply has to be considered in the 
proper budget context. In an era of limited resources, we simply 
cannot do it all. If we want to fix holes we identify in the Presi- 
dent’s budget, we are going to have to find savings elsewhere in the 
bill and we are going to be hard pressed to do that. 

Of course, many of the other appropriations subcommittees have 
even bigger challenges than this one does under this constrained 
budget. And let me be clear. It is a good thing that we have an 
agreed upon top-line funding level for the coming fiscal year. It 
should help us get our work done. It should help us do what appro- 
priations is supposed to do. 

But there are consequences to arbitrarily limiting investments in 
enforcement priorities, and we are experiencing those consequences 
right now. It is very easy to complain about individual items or in- 
dividual functions, but they are part of this larger picture which we 
need to take responsibility for and ultimately to fix in this institu- 
tion. 

Before I end, I want to reiterate what I and many others have 
said for years now. We are setting the department and ourselves 
up for failure by not enacting legislation to reform and rationalize 
our immigration system. 

According to a variety of recent polls, a clear majority of Ameri- 
cans want Congress to enact immigration reform and support a 
pathway to legal status and eventual citizenship for most unau- 
thorized immigrants. We need to get on with that task. 
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Gentlemen, thank you for joining us this morning. I look forward 
to our discussion. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement by Ranking Member Price 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Hearing 
March 13,2014 


Good morning gentlemen. We appreciate your appearing before 
the subcommittee, and we appreciate your service to the country, 
particularly during this time of transition for U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement. I am hopeful that an individual will soon be 
nominated to be the Director of ICE; that is all the more important in 
light of the national dehate we continue to have about reforming the 
immigration system. But for this morning, I am happy to have the 
benefit of your expertise and experience. 

Much of the discussion this morning will likely focus on ICE’s 
role in detaining and removing aliens from the country, but I hope we 
can also pay attention to the other important ICE activities, many of 
which are as critical to homeland security as civil immigration 
enforcement and should be resourced accordingly. These activities 
include investigations to combat illegal cross-border trafficking in 
weapons, illicit drugs, and other contraband; money laundering and 
other financial crimes; fraudulent trade practices; identity and benefit 
fraud; and human trafficking and child exploitation. 
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ICE’S efforts in these areas are not controversial in the way that 
immigration enforcement has become, but they are extremely important. 
Too few people understand this aspect of ICE’s mission or give ICE 
enough credit for the good work it is doing. 

The debate surrounding immigration enforcement is important, 
however, and I will have several questions in that area as well. As I said 
at the Secretary’s hearing on Tuesday afternoon, this is not only because 
of the fact that our Immigration system is fundamentally flawed, but also 
because the politics surrounding it are so contentious - plagued, I am 
afraid, by exaggerations of both facts and rhetoric as well as legitimate 
policy differences. The politics of this issue have been on full display 
this week on the House floor as well, as the Republican majority has the 
House considering two bills as deeply misguided as they are 
unprecedented. Heaven forbid the House consider unemployment 
insurance or raising the minimum wage instead. 

My experience on this subcommittee ever since its creation has 
convinced me of the futility of approaching immigration as simply an 
enforcement issue or simply throwing money at the border or any other 
aspect of the problem. We must have comprehensive reform. 

One of things that the subcommittee would greatly benefit from - 
and that would help clear the air around the overall immigration debate - 
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would be more comprehensive and timely data about how the 
Department is managing its border and immigration enforcement 
responsibilities. 

We hear lots of disturbing stories about families being broken up 
when ICE deports a family member who, as far we know, is not a 
criminal and poses no threat to the community. These are families in 
many cases who have been in the country for decades, working, paying 
taxes, attending church, and contributing to their communities. So we 
need more information about who you are apprehending; detaining, and 
removing, and how they fit into your enforcement priorities. 

We need to have more confidence that our detention resources are 
used for those who are threats to the community or are serious flight 
risks, and that ATD programs, which are much less expensive, are fully 
utilized as a detention alternative. Better information may not be the 
way to reach consensus on questions of border and immigration 
enforcement policy, but it would help elevate the discussion to one 
based more on empirical evidence. 

The agency’s budget request is for $5.36 billion, a reduction of 
$255.3 million, or 4.8 percent, below the current year. We will want to 
hear from you regarding the rationale behind all of the agency’s funding 
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proposals and how they fit into the your overall strategy for prioritizing 
activities. 

I know some of my colleagues will be quick to attack the proposed 
reductions in ICE’s overall budget, and particularly the proposed 
reduction in the detention bed requirement and elimination of the 
detention bed mandate. ICE’s budget request must be considered in the 
proper budget context, however. In this era of limited resources, we 
simply can’t do it all. If we want to fix holes we identify in the 
President’s budget, we’re going to have to find savings elsewhere in the 
bill, which we will be hard-pressed to do. Of course, many of the other 
appropriations subcommittees have even bigger challenges than we do 
under this constrained budget. 

Let me be clear: it is a good thing to have an agreed-upon top-line 
funding level for the coming fiscal year, which should help us get our 
work done. But there are consequences to arbitrarily limiting 
investments in important priorities, and we are experiencing those 
consequences right now. 

Before I end, I want to reiterate what I and many others have said 
for years now: we are setting the Department, and ourselves, up for 
failure by not enacting legislation to refoim and rationalize our 
immigration system. According to a variety of recent polls, a clear 
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majority of Americans want Congress to enact immigration reform and 
support a pathway to legal status, and eventual citizenship, for most 
unauthorized immigrants. 

Gentlemen, thank you again for joining us this morning. I look 
forward to our discussion. 
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Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

Before I start, we have received your written testimony. It will 
he entered into the record. And we want to ask you for your testi- 
mony. 

We are ready to go. 

Opening Statement: Mr. Ragsdale 

Mr. Ragsdale. Well, good morning again. Chairman Carter, 
Ranking Member Price, and distinguished Members of the com- 
mittee. 

I am honored to appear here today with two of my colleagues, 
Tom Homan, executive associate director of Enforcement and Re- 
moval Operations, and Peter Edge, deputy associate director of 
Homeland Security Investigations. Both of these men are long-time 
career enforcement officers and employees and they are a signifi- 
cant credit to our agency. 

Before I begin, I would like to start by expressing my apprecia- 
tion for your support of the men and women of ICE. Carrying out 
our mission and achieving the law enforcement results our folks re- 
alize every day would not be possible without your strong support. 

ICE is the principal investigative arm of the Department of 
Homeland Security and is responsible for one of the broadest inves- 
tigative portfolios among any federal law enforcement agency. 

Our primary law enforcement operations are carried out by the 
two offices these gentlemen represent, the Office of Homeland Se- 
curity Investigations and Enforcement and Removal Operations. 
Their work is bolstered by the men and women of the Office of the 
Principal Legal Advisor, the Office of Professional Responsibility, 
and the key mission support personnel in management and admin- 
istration. 

The President’s fiscal year 2015 budget supports ICE’s law en- 
forcement programs and ensures ICE operates with maximum effi- 
ciency. The fiscal year 2015 request totals $5,359 billion. This is 
approximately a five percent reduction of our fiscal year 2014 level. 

As the principal investigative arm of DHS, ICE enhances na- 
tional and border security by dismantling transnational criminal 
organizations that seek to exploit our border. 

In fiscal year 2013, HSFs special agents made 32,401 criminal 
arrests and initiated 100,026 new investigations. We seized $1.3 
billion in currency and 1.6 million pounds of narcotics and other 
dangerous drugs. 

ICE conducts national security investigations through inter- 
connected investigative programs that prevent criminals and ter- 
rorists from exploiting our Nation’s border control system. 

This includes investigating criminal and terrorist organizations, 
preventing the acquisition and trafficking in weapons and other 
sensitive or licensable technology, identifying and removing war 
criminals and human rights abusers from the United States. 

This budget request supports ICE’s investigative efforts in the 
coming fiscal year by continuing our efforts against illicit finance 
by supporting our bulk cash smuggling center’s efforts to add addi- 
tional law enforcement partners. 
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We will expand our commercial fraud efforts by expanding inves- 
tigative support and leveraging enforcement operations with our 
state and local partners. We will continue to develop our illicit 
pathways attack strategy to focus on cross-border threats and glob- 
al illicit pathways including contraband smuggling, arms traf- 
ficking, money laundering, bulk cash smuggling, and human smug- 
gling and trafficking. 

In fiscal year 2013, ERO’s officers and agents identified, ar- 
rested, and removed 368,644 aliens. One hundred and thirty-three 
thousand of those removed were apprehended in the United States. 
Eighty-two percent of that number were criminal aliens. 

We conducted 235,000 removals of individuals apprehended 
along our borders for a total of 368,000. Eifty-nine percent of all 
ICE removals were aliens who had previously been convicted of a 
crime. 

To support these operations, ICE will also leverage IT solutions 
to increase our efficiency in screening, vetting, and recording Visa 
applications through our patriot system. This modernization effort 
will allow all ICE attache offices to perform Visa security oper- 
ations. 

Eurther, to support our immigration enforcement efforts, our 
budget request, as the chairman said, 30,539 detention beds at a 
rate of $119 a day. This detention level will allow us to detain all 
aliens subject to mandatory detention provisions as well as other 
high-risk non-mandatory detainees. 

ICE will ensure the most cost-effective use of our funding by fo- 
cusing detention capabilities on priority and mandatory detainees 
while placing lower-risk, non-mandatory detainees on lower-cost al- 
ternatives. 

The budget also proposes that a portion of our custody operations 
funding be available for five years. This will allow us to pilot and 
try to seek more favorable pricing for detention beds and using 
multi-year contracts. 

If approved, this change would empower ICE to negotiate more 
advantageous contract terms and realize efficiencies not available 
with current one-year funding. 

This budget also supports the alternatives to detention program 
as a cost-effective alternative from traditional detention that makes 
bed space available for those aliens posing the greatest risk to pub- 
lic safety or national security. 

ICE will continue to focus on identifying, arresting, and removing 
criminal aliens, recent border entrants, and other priority aliens to 
support DHS’s national security, border security, and public safety 
mission. 

Einally, the budget supports some key investments. It continues 
an important automation project to replace our investigative case 
management system known as TECS at $21 million to ensure we 
can deploy core case management in late 2015. 

The budget also proposes $20 million in achievable reductions for 
IT contractor conversions, contract staff reductions, and our de- 
tainee to guard ratio at certain SBC facilities to bring our staff de- 
tainee ratio in line with our national detention standards. 
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Let me thank you again for your support and we look forward 
to answering your questions. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Introduction 


Chairman Carter, Ranking Member Price, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to present the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 
2015 budget request for U.S, Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). 1 look forward to 
discussing our priorities for the upcoming fiscal year and our efforts to ensure the most efficient and 
effective use of our resources in earrying out our mission. 

I would like to begin by expressing my thanks for this Committee’s strong support for ICE. In FY 
2013, we arrested 40,218 criminals and removed 216,810 criminal aliens. The President’s FY 2015 
budget request continues support to key law enforcement programs and ensures that ICE operates 
with maximum efficiency in its core operational programs. 

Created in 2003, through a merger of the U.S. Customs Service and the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, today ICE has more than 19,000 employees in all 50 states, the District of 
Columbia, and 48 foreign countries. We are tlie principal investigative arm of the U.S. Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS). ICE promotes homeland security and public safety through broad 
criminal and civil enforcement of approximately 400 federal laws governing border control, customs, 
trade, and immigration. 

The agency carries out its mission through three principal operating components: Homeland Security 
Investigations (HSI), Enforcement and Removal Operations (ERO), and Management and 
Administration (M&A). Additionally, the Office of Detention and Policy Planning leads ICE’s 
efforts to overhaul the current immigration detention system, the Office of the Principal Legal 
Advisor (OPLA) leads ICE’s legal operations, and the Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) 
investigates allegations of criminal misconduct at ICE and U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) 

ERO enforces civil immigration laws in a manner to best promote public safety, border security, and 
the integrity of the immigration system. To protect public safety and national security, ICE 
prioritizes the removal of criminal aliens and those who pose a threat to our communities. ERO’s 
core functions are executed by a team of 5,900 deportation officers and immigration enforcement 
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agents that operate in nearly every jurisdiction of the United States, Our detention operations consist 
of ICE-owned Service Processing Centers, as well as facilities ICE utilizes through 
Intergovernmental Service Agreements and dedicated contracts. These facilities operate under 
performance based standards to ensure the best treatment and care for detainees in our system. 

HSl’s 6,400 criminal investigators conduct criminal investigations to protect the United States 
against terrorist and other criminal organizations that threaten public safety and national security and 
bring to justice those seeking to exploit our customs and immigration laws worldwide. HSI uses its 
legal authorities to investigate immigration and customs violations, including export enforcement, 
human rights violations, narcotics, weapons and contraband smuggling, financial crimes, 
cybercrimes, human trafficking and smuggling, child exploitation, intellectual property violations, 
transnational gangs, and immigration benefit fraud. 

OPLA’s 900 attorneys represent the United States in exclusion, deportation, bond, and removal 
proceedings before the Department of Justice’s (DOJ) Executive Office for Immigration Review 
(EOIR). OPLA attorneys prioritize the litigation of removal hearings that involve criminal aliens, 
terrorists, and human rights abusers, as well as other priorities for enforcement. OPLA also provides 
critical legal advice to ICE’s law enforcement components that focus on criminal and administrative 
customs and immigration offenses. 

M&A provides a full-range of mission and operational support for ICE’s program offices. M&A 
manages ICE’s financial and human resources, information technology, sensitive property, and other 
assets, M&A ensures collaboration with internal and external stakeholders to increase ICE’s ability 
to attract and retain a diverse workforce. M&A also processes Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 
requests, provides firearms and tactical training to special agents and officers, trains new and existing 
ICE employees, and procures goods and services for the agency. 

Fiscal Year 2015 Bt dcet REOUEsr 


ICE’s FY 2015 budget request totals $5,359 billion in discretionary funding and mandatory fee 
authority, supporting ICE’s enforcement mission while identifying efficiencies and cost saving 
measures that allow ICE to sustain its frontline operations during these difficult economic times. 
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The President’s FY 2015 budget request supports immigration enforcement operations and criminal 
investigations and the removal of criminal and other priority aliens. First, the budget request funds 
30,539 detention beds at the projected FY 2015 bed rate of $1 19. This funding level of beds will 
allow ICE to detain the current mandatory population, as well as the higher-risk, non-mandatory 
detainees. ICE will work to realize continued efficiencies in detention operations to achieve this bed 
rate level. The budget also proposes that $45 million of Custody Operations funding be available for 
five years to pilot a plan to obtain more favorable pricing for detention beds through the use of multi- 
year contracts. If approved, this change would empower ICE to negotiate more advantageous 
contract terms and realize efficiencies not possible under the current one-year funding. This budget 
also supports expanded use of the Alternatives to Detention (ATD) program as a cost-effective 
alternative to traditional detention that makes detention bed space available for those aliens posing 
the greatest risk to public safety or national security. ICE will continue to focus on the most serious 
criminals and continue to achieve record- criminal removal levels at a reduced cost under this 
proposed budget. 

.Second, the budget funds TECS modernization at $2 1 million to complete deployment of Core Case 
Management flmctionality, allowing ICE to avoid an annual legacy Operations and Maintenance cost 
of $28 million for the legacy TECS sy,stem by the end of FY 2015. Third, it proposes $20 million in 
targeted, achievable efficiency reductions for IT contractor conversions and contract staff reductions 
of $18.3 million at SPC facilities to bring the staff-to-detainee ratio in line with national detention 
standards. 

ICE’S FY 2015 budget request, will permit the agency to continue its three primary operational 
missions in alignment with the DHS Quadrennial Homeland Security Review report: preventing 
terrorism and enhancing security; securing and managing our borders; and enforcing and 
administering our immigration laws. 

Preventing Terrori.sm. Enhancing Security, and Securing our Borders 

As the largest investigative arm of DHS, ICE enhances national and border security by interrupting 
the illicit flow of money, merchandise, and contraband that supports terrorist and criminal 
organizations. Last year, ICE’s criminal investigators initiated 126,425 new investigations and made 
over 40,218 criminal arrests. ICE seized $1.3 billion in currency and other monetaiy instruments and 
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1 .6 million pounds of narcotics and other dangerous drugs. In addition, ICE agents and officers 
responded to 1 .4 million inquiries and calls for assistance from other federal, state, and local law 
enforcement agencies through ICE’s Law Enforcement Support Center (LESC). 

ICE leads efforts in national security investigations through five interconnected programs that 
prevent criminals and terrorists from using our nation’s immigration system to gain entry to the 
United States. This includes investigating criminal and terrorist organizations and their actors; 
preventing criminal and terrorist organizations from acquiring and trafficking weapons and sensitive 
technology; and identifying and removing war criminals and human rights abusers from the United 
States. 

The President’s FY 2015 budget request supports ICE continued investigative efforts in the 
upcoming fiscal year. Specifically, the budget will support ICE’s continued efforts against illicit 
finance by expanding the Bulk Cash Smuggling Center to a task force model that includes law 
enforcement partners; expand our intellectual property efforts by expanding investigatory support 
and leveraging enforcement operations with state and local law enforcement agencies; focus on 
U.S./Mexico cross-border threats and global illicit pathways, including contraband smuggling, arms 
trafficking, money laundering, bulk cash smuggling, human smuggling and trafficking, to include 
special interest aliens, and transnational gangs; and continue our ability to use IT solutions to 
increase ICE’s efficiency in screening, vetting, and recording visa applications. ICE aims to increase 
screening capabilities by enhancing the existing PATRIOT technology to cover all visa issuing posts 
worldwide. This modernization effort will enable all ICE Attache offices to perform visa security 
operations. 

Human Trafficking and Human Smuggling Investigations 

ICE’s Office of Intelligence Human Trafficking Unit develops intelligence and identifies potential 
human trafficking investigative targets. Last year, ICE initiated 1,025 human trafficking 
investigations and made more than 1,877 criminal arrests. ICE continued its “Hidden in Plain Sight” 
campaign with the airing of a human trafficking public service announcement on 24 English 
language radio stations and 19 Spanish language stations. 
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A significant number of human trafficking victims are children. Last year, ICE identified or 
provided assistance to approximately 919 victims of child sexual exploitation. 

Cyber Crime Investigations 

The President’s request continues support for the Cyber Crimes Center (C3), which leads ICE’s 
efforts to identify, disrupt, and dismantle criminal organizations engaged in criminal activity 
facilitated by the use of computers, electronic media, or cyberspace. C3 trains, guides, and assists 
ICE’s 1 1 regional forensic laboratories, and more than 250 Computer Forensics Agents (CFAs) 
assigned to field offices located throughout the world. 

In FY 2015, C3 will continue to participate as the U.S. Representative of the Virtual Global 
I'askforce, which is an international alliance of law enforcement agencies and private industry sector 
partners working together to prevent and deter online child sexual exploitation, 

Counter Proliferation Investigations 

ICE leads the U.S. Government’s efforts to prevent the illegal acquisition of U.S. military products 
and sensitive technology. Last year, the Counter Proliferation Investigations (CPI) Program was 
responsible for 5 1 1 criminal arrests and 54 administrative arrests. Our prior year efforts in this area 
supported 494 indictments and 4 1 4 convictions of individuals and entities involved in violating U.S. 
export law in cases resulting from ICE law enforcement actions. The CPI Program was also 
responsible for 1,253 seizures of sensitive controlled commodities that were being illegally exported 
from the United States. 

Joint Efforts with Law Enforcement Partners 

ICEl’s participation on the Joint Terrorism Task Forces (JTTFs) and the utilization of unique 
immigration and cross-border trade authorities to identify, deter, disrupt, and dismantle terrorist and 
other criminal organizations has continuously proven to play a critical role in the U.S. effort to 
combat threats posed to the homeland. ICE is the second largest federal contributor to the JTTF and 
currently dedicates over 300 HSI Special Agents to the task forces nationwide. As a result of 
counterterrorism-related investigative efforts last year, HSI Special Agents assigned to the JTTF 
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were responsible for 212 administrative arrests, 161 criminal arrests, 1 17 criminal indictments, 125 
criminal convictions and 1 7 1 seizures relating to ongoing counterterrorism investigations. In support 
of ICE’s work in this area, ICE played a critical role in the April 15, 2013 Boston Marathon bombing 
response and investigation. 

Intellectual Property Rights 

ICE’s National Intellectual Property Rights Coordination Center (IPR Center) leads efforts to stop 
global intellectual property rights (IPR) violations that threaten our economic stability, impact the 
competitiveness of U.S. industry, endanger public health and safety, and contribute to predatory and 
unfair trade practices. 

Last year, ICE initiated 1,361 IPR investigations and made 693 arrests, and seized over $248 million 
in merchandise and property that resulted in 41 1 indictments and 465 convictions from current and 
prior year investigations. In FY 2015 and beyond, the IPR Center will increase its focus both 
domestically and internationally on strengthening bilateral partnerships, developing multilateral 
initiatives, building capacity, and conducting further outreach to industry. 

Border Enforcement and Security 

ICE strengthens border security through the efforts of its Border Enforcement Security Task Forces 
(BESTs). The 2015 budget request supports 35 BEST units working jointly with CBP, as well as 
other federal, state, local, tribal, and foreign law enforcement agencies along the southern border, 
northern border, and at major seaports to identify, disrupt, and dismantle criminal organizations that 
pose significant threats to border security. These ICE-led task forces are located in 1 6 states and 
Puerto Rico with approximately 1,000 members from 100 law enforcement agencies. l.ast year, 
BEST investigators collectively initiated more than 2,594 cases, made approximately 2,964 criminal 
arrests, and contributed to 1,603 indictments and 1,247 convictions. BEST units seized more than 
206,000 pounds of narcotics and other dangerous drugs, 1,369 weapons, and approximately $26.9 
million in U.S. currency and monetary instruments. 
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Enforcing and Administering our Immigration Laws 


ERO’s 5,900 deportation officers and immigration enforcement agents enforce our Nation’s 
immigration laws by identifying and apprehending priority aliens, detaining these individuals when 
necessary, and removing them from the United States. To protect public safety and national security, 
ICE prioritizes the removal of individuals who pose a danger to national security or a risk to public 
safety, including aliens convicted of crimes, with particular emphasis on violent criminals, felons, 
and. repeat offenders. 

In FY 2013, ERO removed 368,644 individuals, of which 98 percent fell into one of ICE’s 
immigration enforcement priorities (criminal aliens, repeat immigration violators, and recent border 
crossers). Of these removals, 59 percent (216,810) were convicted criminal aliens, which is an 89 
percent increase in the removal of criminal aliens since FY 2008. This includes 74, 1 59 Level 1 
criminal aliens (aliens convicted of crimes such as homicide, rape, and kidnapping). ERO effected 
235,093 priority border removals in FY 2013, of which 106,695 were criminal aliens (nearly half of 
the 216,810 convicted criminal alien total). There were approximately 1.8 million aliens managed on 
ICE’.s non-detained docket at the end of FY 2013. This includes 48 percent with a final order of 
removal. There are over 329,000 convicted criminals and over 1 .4 million non-criminal immigration 
violators on ICE’s non-detained docket. In FY 2013, ERO completed the deployment of Secure 
Communities to all 3,181 U.S. jurisdictions in 50 states, 5 territories, and the District of Columbia. 

ICE also continued to focus on smart enforcement initiatives including deferred action on childhood 
arrivals (DACA), which has allowed ICE to focus more resources on criminal aliens. Additionally, 
in FY 2013, ERO, in coordination with OPLA, adjudicated 6,166 requests for prosecutorial 
discretion and granted 3,557 of those requests. 

Detention Bed Mandate 

This budget reduces the number of immigration detention beds from 34,000 to 30,539 at a bed rate of 
$1 1 9 per day. This level of beds will allow ICE to detain the current mandatory' population, as well 
as the highest-risk, non-mandatory detainees. ICE will ensure the most cost-effective use of our 
appropriated funding by focusing costly detention capabilities on priority and mandatory detainees, 
while placing lower-risk, non-mandatory individuals in lower cost alternatives to detention programs. 
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Alternatives to Detention 

This budget supports the expanded use of the Alternatives to Detention (ATD) program. ATD is a 
cost-effective alternative to traditional detention that makes detention bed space available for those 
aliens posing the greatest risk to public safety or national security. For FY 2015, the budget request 
includes an enhancement of $2.6 million to increase the total number of participants enrolled in the 
program, utilizing bed space for aliens who pose the greatest risk. 

Fugitive Operation Teams 

A key component of ICE’s strategy in targeting fugitive and criminal aliens is the deployment of 
specially trained Fugitive Operations Teams (FOTs). Last year, ICE’s 129 FOTs were responsible 
for 3 1,222 arrests, 23,504 of which were criminal aliens. 

The President’s request includes an enhancement of $1.8 million for the National Fugitive 
Operations Program. This will provide funding to expand information sharing efforts with other law 
enforcement agencies to identify public safety threats, including persons known to be engaged in 
crimes such as assault, homicide, kidnapping, and child abuse. 

Detention Reform 

In recent years, ICE has taken significant steps toward detention reform at our facilities. In FY 2010, 
ICE realized $30 million in cost savings by closing high-dollar facilities and replacing contractors 
with federal employees, including hiring full time equivalent staff to perform the function of 
Detention Service Monitors (DSMs). These DSMs replace more costly contractor staff and will 
monitor the facilities in compliance with ICE detention standards. ICE’s FY 20 1 5 budget request 
includes $45 million in multi-year funding for a pilot program to continue the work of maximizing 
contract efficiencies and savings. 

ICE also requested $1.4 million in detention reform outreach. These funds will provide training and 
stakeholder outreach related to the Prison Rape Elimination Act and subsequent applicable guidance, 
the application of Performance Based National Detention Standards at detention facilities, the use of 
segregation and applicable guidance, and other critical detention reform initiatives. 
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Ensuring Fiscal and Management EFFigENCv 


ice’s M&A office provides the full-range of mission and operational support to ICE, including 
financial management, law enforcement training, and policy management. In FY 2013, M&A 
designed specialized law enforcement training programs for ERO officers and HSI special agents, 
drafted the ICE Strategic Plan, contributed towards DHS’s first unqualified clean audit opinion, 
established a civil rights division, completed 135 facilities projects to provide the ICE workforce 
with more efficient and modern facilities, and realigned agency project management resources to 
streamline project delivery. 

M&A’s Balanced Workforce Strategy office reviewed 198 contracts and realized savings of $33.7 
million by reducing 21 8 contractor positions that were determined to be redundant or duplicative 
using contract termination, conversions, and/or de-scoping. These measures have reduced the overall 
cost of management functions across ICE. 

Freedom of Information Act 

Within M&A, ICE’s Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) office processed over 30,800 FOIA 
requests, disclosed more than 1.1 million pages of documents, and began posting documents to the 
ICE FOIA electronic reading room last year to support enhanced public access to these documents. 

To support our FOIA operations, the President’s request includes $964,000 to provide for 12 
additional personnel supporting ICE’s timely disclosure of public records. The additional personnel 
will allow ICE to eliminate its FOIA backlog, as well as process the projected caseload in FY 2015. 

Automation Modernization 

The President’s request continues the modernization of ICE’s information technology and systems 
infrastructure for two program initiatives: TECS Modernization and the Consolidated ICE Financial 
Solution. The request includes an increase of $26 million to sustain ICE’s efforts to improve 
interoperability with DHS and other federal law enforcement partners, and modernize the financial 
management system that supports ICE and five other DHS components. 
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Last year, ICE also began acquisition planning activities to support migration of ICE financial data 
from its current legacy system to a Shared Service Provider. Activities undertaken by ICE in support 
of this initiative included issuing a Request for Information, meeting with federal Shared Service 
Providers, and conducting an Analysis of Alternatives. The President’s request funds financial 
systems modernization at $5 million to fully staff the oversight efforts associated with the transition. 

Conclusion 


Thank you again for the opportunity to testify today and for your ongoing support of ICE and its 
mission. 1 would be pleased to answer any questions you have at this time. 
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Mr. Carter. Once again, the President’s budget calls for a cut 
in funds for detention beds of about ten percent, taking the beds 
down from 34,000 to 30,539. Explain how this number was devel- 
oped. 

Mr. Ragsdale. So we looked at our historical averages of the 
number of aliens we apprehend who are subject to the Immigration 
Nationality Act’s mandatory detention provisions. And that number 
is roughly around 26 to 28 thousand over the last couple of years. 

So we can detain everyone who is subject to mandatory deten- 
tion. This number also gives us some flexibility for other aliens not 
subject to mandatory detention but are nonetheless presenting a 
risk to public safety. 

The point that I would like to make sort of most strenuously the 
detention piece is only, I will say, a step in the process. The real 
key is getting folks through the immigration court system to get a 
determination about whether or not we can remove them or wheth- 
er they can stay. 

So we are focusing on not the detention beds as a outcome but 
rather working with EOIR to make sure there are immigration 
judges to hear cases whether detained or not detained. 

In fact, from fiscal year 2014 into 2015, EOIR is going to add 65 
immigration judges, so we are hoping to see our average length of 
stay in those beds fall so we can essentially remove increasing 
number of people with less beds. 

Mr. Carter. And I think that is good. Let’s just talk about the 
30,539 will you be able to detain all level one criminals? 

Mr. Ragsdale. I believe we will be able to detain all level one 
criminals assuming again 

Mr. Carter. That is violent crimes. These are important crimes. 
These are felony crimes we are talking about. 

Mr. Ragsdale. They are. 

Mr. Carter. All right. How about all level two criminals? 

Mr. Ragsdale. I believe it will cover all level ones and level 
twos. 

Mr. Carter. How about all level three criminals? 

Mr. Ragsdale. I do not think it will cover all level threes. And, 
of course, as the chairman knows, you know, custody determina- 
tions are made on a case-by-case basis, balancing dangerousness 
and flight risk. 

You know, we use the levels for, you know, statistical record- 
keeping purposes. However, we would certainly say that every case 
is not created equally and we would have to use our resources ap- 
propriately to make essentially those individual case determina- 
tions. 

Mr. Carter. I have recently visited the ICE detention and work 
provided by ICE down in the Rio Grande Valley where I just gave 
you some statistics about what has happened the last four months, 
60,000 people. Many of these people are being released on some 
form of some program, whether you put a monitor on them, wheth- 
er you put extensive supervision of some sort, whether you have 
telephone call-in supervision, but you turn them loose. 

Mr. Ragsdale. So a couple things here. You know, we actually 
work obviously very closely with Customs and Border Protection on 
the front end in terms of the apprehension and Citizenship and Im- 
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migration Services on what is sort of the middle piece of the cred- 
ible fear process. 

It is important, sir, to put this in context, that one of the sort 
of advantages after the 1996 bill with the expansion of expedited 
removal, that CBP without putting people in removal proceedings 
that need to go in front of immigration judges can order the vast 
majority of folks removed. 

So we receive the vast majority of apprehended aliens, OTMs and 
Mexicans from CBP with final orders of removal. There is a subset 
of that category who are placed in expedited removal that express 
credible fear. 

Those folks go to Citizenship and Immigration Services while 
they are being detained by ICE because they are subject to manda- 
tory detention and then Citizenship and Immigration Services 
makes a finding whether or not that alien possesses a credible fear. 

ICE does not look behind that decision. Once a credible fear is 
found, the ER order, the expedited removal order is vacated and a 
notice to appear is issued. Once that notice to appear is issued, 
that person becomes eligible for bond. They can be eligible for bond 
from DHS as well as an immigration judge. 

All of those folks remain in immigration proceedings. But as I 
mentioned earlier, the challenge, of course, is again court hearing 
capacity. For folks that, you know, stay 

Mr. Carter. Well, there is more than that. Do you know what 
the statistics are for no shows on hearings? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So we certainly had many discussions about this. 
The struggle with giving those numbers, first of all, they are main- 
tained by the Department of Justice, but it is also a blended data 
set. There is not a year-to-year capture of folks that are put into 
proceedings in the same fiscal year and whether a case would be 
heard that same year. 

So you end up with someone who may have entered years ago, 
gets that final hearing several years later, and then is counted as 
a no show. So what I cannot do, at least from ICE’s data, is tell 
you sort of one to one apprehensions versus no shows because the 
immigration court docket is sort of backlogged. 

Mr. Carter. The reality is if the court cannot get to them for two 
years, it just gives them an additional excuse for not showing up 
for court, but they could be in Bangor, Maine. I mean, they are not 
sitting down in the Rio Grande Valley waiting to go to court like 
good little citizens. They are off to anywhere in the 50 states. 

Mr. Ragsdale. That is exactly correct. What we really again sort 
of need to do is obviously work with our partners at 

Mr. Carter. And 66,000 in four months is a shocking number in 
any criminal court in the land. Okay. 

Mr. Ragsdale. It is a considerable volume. 

Mr. Carter. Having been there, I can tell you I do not want any 
66,000 criminals in my court in four months. 

Mr. Ragsdale. It is a challenge. 

Mr. Carter. So take that and average it over a two-year period 
of time. If we kept that kind of consistency of crossings, it is an 
overwhelming flood. 
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And my real question is that if we do not have available deten- 
tion beds that we can fill and we have a shortfall, aren’t we, in ef- 
fect, back to catch and release? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So, again, I think we are certainly sort of back 
to catch and release because, again, the folks do remain in pro- 
ceedings. And from the ICE perspective, we cannot what I will say 
is re-arrest or remove anybody until an immigration judge makes 
a decision. 

Mr. Carter. Well, let’s just take one of our best ankle monitors. 
Okay? There is a point in time, roughly 60 days would be my 
guess, when the cost to the government of that ankle monitor 
equals or exceeds the cost of incarceration. 

Mr. Ragsdale. That is exactly right. I mean, again, it goes back 
to the speed of the immigration docket. 

Mr. Carter. And the immigration docket is slow as a snail in the 
wintertime right now. 

Mr. Ragsdale. I am sure it did not operate with the speed of 
your court. That I am sure of. 

Mr. Carter. Yeah. Well, of course not, but we had a different 
world. And I do not mean any criticism. I was felony only, so I did 
not have to mess with misdemeanors and, yeah, we could move. 
But even then, a thousand felony docket a year was a hard job. You 
are talking about tens of thousands of people on people’s dockets. 

And the whole question, and one of the things that we have to 
deal with as a reality, is that there is a vast number of people who 
know if you overwhelm the border — I mean, they know how many 
people can be processed in the Rio Grande Valley. The network of 
rumors on the border has been around for longer than I have been 
alive and I have been alive a while. 

And I have been down there. I live in this world and I know they 
know which sector is open, which sector is closed. They know what 
courts are overwhelmed, what are not. They know they have over- 
whelmed the Valley right now. 

That means your chances of going across and surrendering to the 
Border Patrol, your chances are pretty darn good, probably one in 
three that you are going to be released. And you are on your way. 

And the court date, if you are given a court date, the court date 
you are given is probably 18 months away, maybe longer. In 18 
months, you could have held four jobs in five states, you know. I 
mean, we do not know where you are. And if you have to pick every 
one of those people up, the United States Army could not pick 
those people up. They got right now until they cut us again, they 
got 450,000 troops. 

So, I mean, at some point, the reality is the system is being in- 
tentionally overwhelmed and if we give up the one thing we know 
that can at least make them worry is that if you go across, you 
might end up in detention. If they know the odds have gotten so 
good that they are not going to end up in detention, then it is going 
to enhance the number of people coming across the border. 

So this is my whole issue. Whether we like it or not, criminal jus- 
tice is about deterrence as well as punishment. And would you 
agree or disagree that the chance of being detained and put in 
some kind of lockup is a deterrent to people coming across the bor- 
der? 
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Mr. Ragsdale. Our custody authority does not equate to the 
criminal justice. There is no punitive function in our detention au- 
thority. Our detention authority is solely for the purpose of re- 
moval, so we are sort of again similar 

Mr. Carter. I know that is your theory. If I go interview the peo- 
ple that are in detention, you think they are going to tell me it is 
not punitive? 

Mr. Ragsdale. Well, I would not want to speculate as to what 
they think. 

Mr. Carter. Right. 

Mr. Ragsdale. I will say that again as a consumer of the immi- 
gration court docket, I think as you correctly pointed out, speed of 
that docket is really the key. 

Mr. Carter. By the way, I forgot to ask you. Is this number suf- 
ficient to detain all criminal aliens identified in prisons and jails 
throughout the criminal alien program assuming all jurisdictions 
honored ICE detainers before they are released from incarceration? 

I happen to be from the world of crowded county jails in Texas. 
And is the number that you are telling me that you all came up 
with, the 30,000 plus number, is that sufficient to take care of level 
one, level two, no level three? Can you still pick up everybody that 
is needed to be picked up at every jail in the United States? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So I believe the level one and level two number 
covers all our enforcement programs in terms of our flows. I can 
defer to Mr. Homan if he 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Homan, you got any comment on that? 

Mr. Homan. I think with 30,500 beds will, as Mr. Ragsdale said, 
we will be able to detain the mandatory cases and the high-risk 
community threat aliens. The rest will be going to the ATD docket. 
That is based on current population. 

But to your point, more and more jurisdictions do not honor our 
detainers. 

Mr. Carter. I know. I know. 

Mr. Homan. I think criminal population is down. So if that was 
to turn around, that would be a population that we are not dealing 
with now. So I do not know the answer to your question, but it 
would add to the criminal alien population that we would have to 
detain. 

Mr. Carter. Well, I cannot speak for every jail in the United 
States. I can only speak for the Williamson County Jail, especially 
before we built our new expanded jail. We had the Texas Jail Com- 
mission on our backs about our daily numbers in our jail. And we 
had to move people out of our jail. 

And the first people we called, and this was back under the old 
system, we called the immigration folks and said come pick your 
people up because we need them out of our jail. They came on 
Tuesday. If they did not show up on Tuesday, we would turn them 
loose on Wednesday because they were overpowering, over- 
whelming our jail population and causing us to be fined a daily fine 
for being over our numbers. 

Now, that is just Williamson County, one county out of 254 coun- 
ties in Texas. Do the numbers. 

Mr. Homan. Well, sir, almost every week another county is 
choosing not to honor detainers. I mean, the fact is for California 
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alone after the passing of the Trust Act, our criminal alien arrests 
in California has dropped over 25 percent. You are talking about 
tens of thousands of aliens. 

I mean, it has gotten to the point it is a community safety issue 
now because level ones and twos are walking out of jails without 
attention from ICE. So it is a concern of ours. It something we need 
to — we need some changes. 

Mr. Carter. Well, it should be a concern of the citizens of the 
United States that — and, once again, I am making the argument 
that the people we are trying to have a policy to prevent coming 
into our country illegally know that when you overwhelm — it is just 
like back in the old days when they get there and 500 people would 
run across the border at the Border Patrol. The border patrol could 
not catch 500 people and so they would have — 400 would get in and 
100 get caught. That was good odds. 

It is the same concept knowing what you can process and they 
know they overwhelm the process. Knowing what you can detain, 
and they know they overwhelm the detention. And at that point in 
time, the effectiveness of the overall criminal justice plan, and I 
use that term because that is a term I am used to, if you want to 
call it noncriminal, I do not know what to call it, justice plan, law 
enforcement, it is enforcement, the overall law enforcement plan is 
to set up a way where we are dealing with people who are coming 
into our country illegally. 

Whether they come in and they are the nicest people in the world 
or they are the baddest people in the world is irrelevant to the plan 
to do it. And I think there is a conscientious effort to overwhelm. 
And I worry if we reduce the number of available beds, because 
where I came from, if we had to keep somebody in jail and we did 
not have a bed, we had to go out and contract for that bed. I do 
not know whether you have to do that or not. 

Mr. Ragsdale. We do have contract vehicles in place that allows 
us to bring our detention up and down. And, again, we certainly 
are mindful of obviously the instruction of our appropriation lan- 
guage and we will obviously meet that goal. 

Mr. Carter. And the contracts cost more, doesn’t it? 

Mr. Ragsdale. It varies by location. Sometimes they are less ex- 
pensive, some they are more expensive. But, you know, again, hav- 
ing what I will say is the multi-year funds would hopefully help us 
sort of 

Mr. Carter. And I have gone way too far. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to continue this discussion just to gain some further 
clarity, if we might, and turn to some other questions later in the 
hearing. 

If the circumstance Mr. Homan detailed developed, that really 
would affect the projections for the ability to take care of level one 
and two offenders and it might indeed call for more detention beds. 
In the meantime, it seems to me you have made a reasonable esti- 
mate based on your best projections. 

And while this is a real dilemma, I understand that, the system 
is overwhelmed with these people coming over and with the kind 
of claims they are making, the credible fear processing that has to 
go on. It just is not clear to me that the answer to this is more de- 
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tention beds or for there to be a congressional requirement that a 
certain minimum number of detention beds be maintained. 

By the way, the cost comparisons I have seen with alternatives 
to detention are something like $119 a day to keep people in deten- 
tion versus $5.00 a day for alternatives to detention. Does that 
sound right? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So it is a blended rate on alternatives to deten- 
tion. While the unit cost of alternative detention is lower on its 
face, it is sort of the cycle time or the time spent in 

Mr. Price. No, no. That is what I am getting to. I understand. 
The per day rate, though, is as I just stated it, right? 

So obviously if the docket is much more crowded and the time 
in ATD is much, much greater than the average time in detention, 
then obviously that differential is going to be less. I thought it was 
a good deal more than 60 days or whatever was said earlier. I am 
not sure at what point we cross that line in terms of the time in 
ATD. 

Mr. Homan. Our estimates on ATD when you hit the right over 
300 day mark, that is when it is less cost effective. 

Mr. Price. Three hundred days, not 60 days? All right. Maybe 
I misunderstood earlier. All right. So that is a big difference. 

Mr. Homan. And it varies on the level of ATD. It can be tech- 
nology only or it can be the more expensive full service which is 
more expensive, up to $11.00 a day. But if you do the blended op- 
tion, you average it out, it is a little over 300 days where it be- 
comes less effective, less cost effective. 

Mr. Price. All right. Well, let’s say we have these additional de- 
tention beds and let’s say we are putting more and more people in 
detention. Then you are going to clog the detention docket even 
more, right? I mean, is there a tradeoff there? 

Mr. Homan. Well, sir, as far as the 34,000 mandate, you know, 
it all depends on operational effectiveness. It depends on season- 
ally. There are times we are going to be above 34,000. 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Homan. There are times where we are below 30,000. Like 
today I think we are at 31,000. It depends on what is going on on 
the border. There are a lot of issues surrounding this. So at the end 
of this year, I suspect to be fully near the 34,000 average daily pop- 
ulation. 

So I can tell you the detain docket, those that are in detention, 
the docket moves quicker than those that are released and put on 
the non-detained docket. 

Mr. Price. Right. 

Mr. Homan. They get hearings quicker. So as far as, you know, 
what 

Mr. Price. Excuse me. But my point is if you are altering that 
balance and putting more and more people in detention, then you 
are going to have a commensurate slowdown in the detained dock- 
et, right? 

Mr. Homan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. Yes. So there is a tradeoff there? 

Mr. Homan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. And as I understand it, there is more discretion being 
exercised with respect to the bond that is required for people with 
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this making these credible fear claims. Surely that is an important 
part of this, too, because there is some discretion here. And that 
would have the potential to make absconding less likely. 

There are plenty of things we need to work on here, but it does 
not seem clear to me that the major solution to this is simply to 
mandate more detention beds. 

I just do not get it. It seems to me that this is a work in 
progress. You are going to have to make estimates about your 
needs as we go along. But nothing that has been said here this 
morning makes me believe that the estimates you have given as to 
the need for detention beds — and, therefore, the recommendation 
that we not come in with a larger mandate — is not justified. 

Would you like to comment on that? 

Mr. Homan. Well, who sits in a detention bed and who gets re- 
leased on some form of alternative detention or out on bond, it is 
a case-by-case analysis. I can tell you we cannot possibly detain ev- 
erybody that is arrested. We will need 100,000 beds. 

So on a case-by-case basis, we need to decide who sits in that 
bed. So the ones that are mandatory detention by statute, the ones 
that are a danger to community, they need to sit in those beds 
first. So the decisions have to be made. Some people have to be re- 
leased on bond or, as I said, I would need 100,000 beds. So that 
decision is made every day. 

As far as bonds, there is a lot of discretion. It is based on do they 
have a criminal history, do they have ties to — do they have any 
U.S. citizen relatives, do they have an address they can go to. So 
a lot of things are done in order to set that bond. 

But that is just a first step. We can set a bond for $10,000. Then 
they get a redetermination bond hearing from a judge who can 
lower that bond or hold the bond. So it has got to be a mix of both 
to make the system work. 

Mr. Price. Right. All right. Well, to be continued. The system is 
being overwhelmed right now. We all know that. We know we have 
got to do something about it. But we will no doubt continue to de- 
bate whether a detention bed mandate at X level is the solution or 
is even a major component of the solution. 

Let me in the time I have here this first round ask you about 
enforcement priorities. And I know that there is a difficulty here 
in dealing with anecdotes, dealing with individual cases. I under- 
stand that very, very well. 

But you understand, I am sure, that it does not take too many 
problematic anecdotes, based on real cases, to send waves of appre- 
hension through the immigrant community and to raise real ques- 
tions about the kind of priorities that we are setting and exactly 
what it means to be targeting in the way we supposedly are tar- 
geting dangerous people in our enforcement activities. 

Just the quick details of a case. We have a fellow named Jose 
Alfredo Ramos Gallegos who entered the country at age eight. At 
16, he was deported — 15 years ago — then illegally reentered to join 
his U.S. citizen wife and first child. He has been a resident of Ohio 
for 24 years, and is the father of two U.S. citizens. He was pulled 
over by a police officer in Ohio, apparently, who questioned him 
about his immigration status. He was a passenger in a car where 
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there was an infraction. Now he has been indicted by a grand jury 
for illegally reentering the country 15 years ago. 

And I know that it is not your role to seek an indictment, but 
it does seem to me to be a good example. And I must say we hear 
a good bit of this. I assume ICE has been involved in the case so 
far. I am not asking you to comment on this individual case. 

But does someone like Mr. Alfredo fit ICE’s enforcement prior- 
ities? How do they go from being a passenger in a car pulled over 
by law enforcement in Ohio to being prosecuted by a U.S. Attorney 
and put in ICE removal proceedings? And what is ICE’s role in de- 
termining whether someone like this will face federal charges? 

Mr. Ragsdale. A couple things. First of all, as you noted, the 
charging decision is obviously made by the Department of Justice. 
What I think you see sort of at play here is if you look at the strict 
letter of what the Immigration Nationality Act requires, someone 
who has a prior order of removal and the government, you know, 
has obviously gone to some level of expense and effort to effectuate 
that removal, the provision in this case, a reinstatement or an ille- 
gal reentry, the act, the statute says it shall be reinstated. 

So from sort of a law enforcement perspective as the act is cur- 
rently written, it is fairly black and white. Obviously the charging 
decision is going to be made based on the volume in that judicial 
district. And, again, as I said, the U.S. Attorney’s Office will ulti- 
mately make that decision. 

But just in terms of the men and women at ICE that have to 
make that decision, that is sort of the case that puts us sort of in 
the most sort of difficult place in that public debate because it is 
a place where the law is fairly clear. 

Mr. Price. Well, that is really what I am trying to get at and 
we will not resolve it at this moment. But obviously this man 
would never be targeted by ICE or anybody else had he not been 
a passenger in that car pulled over for a traffic infraction. 

So once the man is in your sights, you are saying I suppose you 
have no alternatives or have very limited alternatives? 

Mr. Ragsdale. We would certainly, you know, take a look at, you 
know, the charging decision. Obviously we would do that in a cir- 
cumstance like this obviously with the Department of Justice. But 
somebody in that factual scenario that had never been encountered 
by ICE would certainly not be one of our first priorities except, like 
I say, he does have a prior order of removal. That is the facts in 
this case that sort of makes it an aggravating factor. 

Mr. Price. All right. My time has expired. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Dent [presiding]. Thank you. I think I will recognize myself 
for five minutes and thank you for being here. I am going to focus 
on the issue of secure communities. Last year this committee ap- 
plauded ICE for finally achieving full deployment of Secure Com- 
munities providing ICE with awareness of illegal aliens booked in 
custody by state and local law enforcement across the country. 
However, increased visibility provides limited advantages if law en- 
forcement is unable to act on this information. Several jurisdictions 
continue to ignore ICE detainers, releasing potentially dangerous 
criminal aliens into local communities. The administration has 
maintained a posture of inaction allowing these jurisdictions to con- 
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tinue this practice unchecked. As a result of this inaction the num- 
ber of jurisdictions choosing to ignore ICE detainers has increased, 
further exacerbating the threat to public safety. 

If you could answer some of these questions. How many jurisdic- 
tions are failing to honor ICE detainers in your estimation? 

Mr. Homan. The last count was 22. 

Mr. Dent. Twenty-two? 

Mr. Homan. They do not honor them fully or have limited how 
they honor them. 

Mr. Dent. Do you have a list of those communities? I would ap- 
preciate it if you would share that with the subcommittee, if you 
would. How does this number 22 compare to last year? 

Mr. Homan. It continually grows. I mean, on average once a 
month another jurisdiction joins the list so it is increasing. 

Mr. Dent. Do you think that the administration’s refusal to take 
action against these jurisdictions is causing this number to bump 
up, to increase? 

Mr. Homan. I do not know the specific reason why these counties 
choose not to honor detainers. But I do agree that it is becoming 
a public safety issue when criminal aliens are walking out of a jail 
and the jurisdiction does not honor our detainer when we have 
identified them as an alien and they have been convicted of a crime 
and we cannot get our hands on them. This also causes an officer 
safety issue. I have got 6,000 law enforcement officers that now 
have to go out and look for this person rather than pick them up 
in the safe environment of a jail. So it is impacting our morale, it 
is impacting officer safety, and I think it is impacting public safety. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you for that answer. How many individuals 
have been released before ICE can take them into custody, do you 
know? 

Mr. Homan. No, we are working on that number now. We just 
recently started tracking electronically. My instructions to the field 
offices that are dealing with these jurisdictions, that they continue 
to send the detainer to the facility. Even though they do not honor 
them we are going to track what detainers we send to the facility 
and what detainers are not acted upon. So in the very near future 
we are going to be able to determine how many criminal aliens hit 
the streets without our attention. 

Mr. Dent. Can you tell me how many of these individuals ICE 
has been able to track down and how many are at large? 

Mr. Homan. I do not have those numbers available. What I can 
tell you though is we are dedicated to seeking to those individuals 
that fall under our priorities. So the fugitive operation teams and 
the criminal alien teams are out looking for them. So I can tell you 
we expend a lot more resources, we expend more money looking for 
somebody out in the public when they could have been appre- 
hended in a jail. 

Mr. Dent. And then finally, and then I will end, obviously this 
is clearly a major threat to public safety, as you have indicated. 
And it is alarming that the administration continues to stand by 
idly while criminal aliens are being set free in our communities. 
Does the administration plan to take any action against these ju- 
risdictions, the 22 or so? 
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Mr. Ragsdale. We would obviously, that is much greater than 
a DHS decision. We would obviously have to work with the Depart- 
ment of Justice. There is a whole range of issues, Tenth Amend- 
ment issues, some federalism issues that they are attending here. 
I think as Mr. Homan points out from our purpose, you know, we 
would like to have folks partner with us. We do think we support 
public safety and border security through our enforcement pro- 
grams. And you know, we would have to sort of defer to the De- 
partment of Justice on the litigating position. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. At this time I am going to recognize Mr. 
Cuellar for five minutes. 

Mr. Cuellar. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And again, 
to all of you, I appreciate what your men and women do. And I ap- 
preciate all of the good work. And if you see my good friend John 
Morton, please say hello to Mr. Morton. 

Let me just follow up on what the chairman just mentioned. Can 
you provide us a list of, well let me ask you, do you have any coun- 
ties in the State of Texas that are not honoring the detainers? And 
if you have a list in Texas, I would like to see that list. And I as- 
sume the state, because you mentioned some, I believe there are 
some states that do not honor it. But I assume the State of Texas 
does honor it, number one? 

Mr. Ragsdale. I think we have great partners in Texas. 

Mr. Cuellar. Okay. Any 

Mr. Homan. I am not aware of any jurisdiction in Texas that 

Mr. Cuellar. No jurisdiction? Okay, good. The second thing is 
let us talk about the AUOs, the administrative uncontrollable over- 
time. What is the impact of this AUO decertification on your men 
and women, morale, etcetera, etcetera, etcetera? 

Mr. Ragsdale. Well I am going to start and then I am going to 
let Mr. Homan finish. So at ICE as well as some other places in 
the Department of Justice there are several statutory schemes that 
compensate our folks for overtime work. And we certainly operate 
at a tempo that, law enforcement is not an eight-hour-day. It is 
just that simple. What we have seen is sort of the advent of tech- 
nology, the way we sort of staff headquarters, and just sort of as 
the work has evolved over the last the last several decades that the 
statute that provides us with the administrative uncontrollable 
overtime has not really kept pace with operations. So we have had 
some concerns about sort of the implementation of the practices 
around AUO. For Mr. Edge’s program there is a different program 
called law enforcement availability pay. So we are in a situation 
that we have a blended workforce with two different schemes, and 
one of whom, particularly whether it is full time training officers, 
folks at headquarters, are not, at least as we understand our cur- 
rent understanding of the way AUO must be administered, were 
not properly on that scheme. 

It does present a challenge for us. Mr. Homan cannot run his 
program at headquarters without officers in the field holding their 
hand up and volunteering to come in. So we are looking to make 
sure that there is a scheme that compensates work that must get 
done but in a lawful and a way that follows the law and regulation. 

Mr. Homan. I can tell you the AUO pay system that was set up 
over 50 years ago does not make sense anymore, not in today’s law 
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enforcement. We are law enforcement organizations and other law 
enforcement organizations have a better pay system. This issue, as 
Mr. Ragsdale stated, is causing a retention issue now. A lot of 
these people have been decertified at the Academy headquarters, 
they want out. Either out of the agency or out of those divisions. 
We cannot operate without an academy training new officers and 
we cannot operate without staff and headquarters. We need some 
sort of pay reform fix. I mean, there is a lot of things floating 
around. I know there is the border patrol pay reform option out 
there. I also know there is thought about, you know, LEAP, and 
should we be on LEAP. And our national labor union has a pay re- 
form package they are pushing on the Hill. So I know there is a 
lot of options out there. 

What I ask for, I think it is important to everybody in this room 
that we get some sort of pay reform that protects the pay for my 
law enforcement officers. These people that, you know, get up ev- 
eryday and strap a gun and badge to themselves and try to uphold 
these laws. And this is affecting them personally. It is affecting 
their families. There are officers that this is a huge impact. And 
whatever morale is left is diminishing with an issue like this being 
held above their heads. 

Mr. Cuellar. I hope we can work in a bipartisan way to find a 
solution to the men and women. Talk to me about the influx of un- 
accompanied alien children on the southwest border. I know that 
at one time you had a place in Nixon, Texas that I went to go visit. 
And it is sad, members, because you are talking about, here I have 
got two young girls. And I could never imagine myself to be in a 
situation that would send my young kids unaccompanied, put them 
in the hands of [speaking foreign language]. And we heard stories 
of what happened to those young kids. But young kids, young boys 
and girls are sent. It is a tragedy. But what are you all doing to 
address the issue? And how are you all handling that particular 
situation basically to, I guess in many ways to relieve your law en- 
forcement from doing that work? I mean, it has got to be ad- 
dressed. But what are your thoughts on that? 

Mr. Homan. Well the unaccompanied alien children, we call 
them UACs, issue is continuing to grow and it is at an all time 
high. And it is causing an effect on my operations. What have we 
done with the issue? 

First of all, you know, I know there has been a lot of questions. 
Should we legally be doing this? Are we committing some sort of 
criminal conspiracy? And the answer is no. One has got to review 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 and the Trafficking Victims 
Protection Act of 2008, and that does several things. Number one, 
it took the care and custody responsibility for these UACs, they 
took it from legacy INS and gave it to Health and Human Services 
Office of Refugee Resettlement. Also it made it clear that ICE is 
required within 72 hours to turn these UACs over to ORR. Also if 
you read the appropriations language, we are appropriated trans- 
port aliens and it specifically delineates funds to be used for the 
transportation of the UACs. So we are doing what we have to do 
within the statute, within the law. And it is tying up law enforce- 
ment officers to do those escorts. And do I think there is a better, 
there is more mission critical work that my law enforcement offi- 
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cers can do? Absolutely. Do my officers not like this type of work? 
Many of them do not. Because it, but right now according to stat- 
ute, according to policy, according to the appropriations, this is 
work we must do. 

What we have done to decrease this, our involvement in this, is 
we work with Health and Human Services and they have opened 
up almost 2,000 more beds in Texas. That saves us money from 
transporting these juveniles across the country. We have also, HSI 
is, my counterpart on the other side of the table, they have initi- 
ated investigations into these organizations that smuggle UACs. 
You know, it is an unfortunate, and I was down in the Rio Grande 
Valley myself, it’s a sad situation and we are out there dealing 
with it. 

Most recently what we are doing, because I think that my law 
enforcement officers need to be assigned to more mission critical 
law enforcement duties, is we just sent a request for information 
out try to contract some of this work out so it does not tie up my 
law enforcement officers. 

Mr. Cuellar. Well thank you so much. I have more questions 
but we will wait until the second round. Thank you so much, Mr. 
Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Dent. The chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
Culberson. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. One of 
the most critical things the committee has to do is have good data 
in order for us to make the decisions we have to make on allocation 
of these very precious resources, our taxpayers’ hard earned tax 
dollars. And I wanted to ask if I could, could you tell us how many 
people are on the non-detained docket? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So again, we would sort of defer to the Executive 
Office for Immigration Review for the precise numbers. I think it 
is somewhere around 360,000-some. But EOIR in their statistical 
yearbook is the, sort of the repository of that data, the official num- 
ber. 

Mr. Culberson. I am sorry, how many? 

Mr. Ragsdale. It is a little over 360,000. 

Mr. Culberson. And that is on the non-detained docket? 

Mr. Ragsdale. And I am doing this from memory 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sure. Just ball park. 

Mr. Ragsdale [continuing]. So what I will say is let us, I think 
it is somewhere around that number. Or that, actually that could 
be the number they completed last year. So I think it is probably 
better to get that number from EOIR and we will provide that to 
you. 

Mr. Culberson. The best number my staff was able to find on 
the non-detained docket was estimated to be about 1.8 million folks 
that have been given essentially a notice to appear. If you have 
been, if you are encountered within 25 miles of the border of course 
you are the responsibility of the Border Patrol. And if you are en- 
countered inside the country you are the responsibility of ICE. And 
those folks that have been picked up inside the country or have 
been detained by some other law enforcement agency and brought 
to your attention, those that have been given a notice to appear, 
the best numbers my staff was able to find are about 1.8 million 
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who are on the non-detained docket, those that have been given a 
notice to appear at some point in the future. You would not dis- 
agree with that? 

Mr. Ragsdale [continuing]. I will give you that number. I do not 
think that our, Mr. Homan, do you know that number off the top 
of your head? 

Mr. Homan. I think that is a close estimate. 

Mr. Culberson. But 1.8? 

Mr. Homan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, the 1.8 

Mr. Homan. I have seen 1.6 and 1.8. But again we would have 
to 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, ball park. Because the point is, those who 
are in alternatives to detention the number is about 25,000 accord- 
ing to the best numbers that we can find. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Right. And that does ebb and flow 

Mr. Culberson. They ebb and flow. 

Mr. Ragsdale [continuing]. Yes. 

Mr. Culberson. But again, if you are looking at a population of 
approximately 1.8 million people who have a notice to appear, but 
only 25,000 are in an alternative to detention, that represents 
about 1.4 percent are on the alternative to detention. So that is ba- 
sically somebody who has been given a notice to appear and they 
actually showed up. 

I remember going with, truly Henry is one of my best friends in 
the world, Henry Cuellar. Remember, Henry, we were down in La- 
redo and the officers were telling us that the smugglers would 
come across the border and actually look for an officer and, do you 
remember that? They called them a permisso slip. And they, I want 
you to find the officer and say, you know, I need my permisso slip 
for all my guys here. And they would hand out the notice to ap- 
pear. And I guess as far as I could tell, a lot of those folks just 
make up a name. I would, too. And hand him the permisso and 
those boys, they were gone, never to be seen again. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Well I think we 

Mr. Culberson. That is basically right, remember that, Henry? 

Mr. Ragsdale. Well there is some progress that has been made 
here. The expansion of expedited removal does allow Customer and 
Border Protection Officers and Border Patrol Agents to order folks 
removed on their own, never seeing an immigration judge. So in 
once sense, I mean from 2007 on, that number has decreased. 

Mr. Culberson. But to this, if we are looking at still about only 
1.4 percent, 25,000 are in alternatives to detention. I always won- 
dered what was wrong with those 25,000 that actually show up, 
you know? Can you imagine the guys that, I mean 

Mr. Ragsdale. Well 

Mr. Culberson [continuing]. Would show up voluntarily to be 
deported, or to be given an alternative to detention. 

Mr. Ragsdale. If I 

Mr. Culberson. The system is just, like Judge Carter said, badly 
overwhelmed. And we are all on this committee committed, we un- 
derstand there is an absolute catastrophe, humanitarian catas- 
trophe on the border. And again, my good friend Henry Cuellar and 
I, who served, we served together in the Texas House since ’86, and 
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Henry and I spent a lot of time together, I spent a lot of time in 
his district. And it will just break your heart to see these families. 
I mean, Nuevo Laredo had to be evacuated. I mean it is still like 
a ghost town, isn’t it, Henry? Who wants to live down there? You 
cannot survive. And your heart goes out to these folks and their 
families. Any of us would do anything you can to help your kids 
get out of a situation like that. 

But I think Judge Carter really nailed it on the head. You know, 
what we have really got to focus on, and I know, I know that you, 
each of you are law enforcement officers and you are committed to, 
you know, take an oath to, preserve and protect the Constitution, 
and enforce the laws of the United States. I noticed Mr. Homan 
that you started out as a police officer in New York. And it is of 
deep concern to all of us. Because no matter where you live in the 
country you expect the law enforcement officers and the criminal, 
and again the law enforcement system to protect lives and prop- 
erty. And the folks that Henry represents on the border have tre- 
mendous, they support overwhelmingly to enforce the law. It is just 
a matter of public safety, safe streets, good schools, a good econ- 
omy, Laredo being the largest inland port in the United States. 

And the reason I keep looking at Henry is really we are dear, 
good friends. But I mean, this is an area where we really have 
strong agreement. That if you just enforce the law as it is written 
you are protecting the community, you are strengthening the econ- 
omy, you are making sure kids can play in your front yard, and to 
us, the Homeland Security Committee, it is our responsibility as 
appropriators to be sure that the law as it is written is being en- 
forced. And this is a big worry. If you have got that many people 
on the non-detention docket, 1.6 to 1.8 million, the law is not being 
enforced. Whether there is improvement or not, you have still got 
essentially only, what is that? 98.6 percent of the people that are 
picked up are given a notice to appear and they just vanish. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Right. The only thing I would just, just to make 
clear is the responsibility for managing the non-detained docket is 
the Department of Justice. That is beyond our control. We are a 
customer of that process. 

Mr. Culberson. I know. That is my other subcommittee. Com- 
merce, Justice, Science. So I am helping to get ammunition for that 
hearing which I look forward to with Attorney General Holder. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. I recognize that. You guys are the ones in the 
street doing the best you can to enforce the law. I understand. And 
we also did give the committee, if I — wow, five minutes goes fast. 
I will be back. I will be back. Thank you. 

Mr. Dent. At this time I would like to recognize Ms. Roybal- 
Allard for five minutes. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I 
apologize for being late but I have another hearing happening at 
the same time. 

First of all, just going back to the questioning that we just heard, 
is it true also that the success rate of alternatives to detention is 
over 90 percent? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So it is again a blended number in the sense that 
folks do not always stay. It is not an intact number in the sense 
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that someone could be detained, they could be placed on alternative 
detention, they could come off the alternative detention, and back 
on it. So it is also not, it is a blended number year to year. So what 
we really need to do is make sure that the folks that present a risk 
of flight are either detained or in an alternative to detention. And 
folks where we can actually get it, when there is a decision from 
an immigration judge and they need to surrender to be removed, 
those folks are either detained or in an alternative detention. But 
as we sort of had the conversation to the extent that folks that are 
still waiting for an immigration to make a decision that may take 
several years, having them on even a very inexpensive form of al- 
ternative detention is not cost effective. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. From 2007 to 2011, nearly 200 women re- 
ported suffering sexual abuse while in ICE custody. And Secretary 
Johnson, as you know, has finalized new regulations to reduce sex- 
ual abuse against immigrant detainees. This is a very welcome 
thing and is a very critical first step towards protecting immigrant 
women in detention. But the key to the success will actually be its 
implementation. And this will be especially challenging since ap- 
proximately 50 percent of detained immigrants are kept in jails 
and prisons that contract with DHS. So my question is that given 
the fact that so much is contracted out, I would like to know what 
plans are being made to ensure that not only in the DHS facilities 
but also in the contracted facilities that hold immigration detainees 
are, what are the efforts that are being made to inform and to im- 
plement and to train folks on these new regulations and proce- 
dures? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So we have obviously a cross sort of office team 
at ICE to implement the Prison Rape Elimination Act regulations. 
Our Office of Detention Policy and Planning, and Office of Deten- 
tion Oversight will obviously work with our enforcement and re- 
moval operations. Our detention service managers, our contracting 
officers are all on notice to make sure that folks we do business 
with adhere to our standards. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. But is some kind of a training, I mean, 
what, actually how are you making sure that this is being imple- 
mented and actually happening so that both with DHS and the 
contract facilities they know exactly what they are supposed to do? 
Is there some kind of a training? Or is it right now just kind of 
oversight and hoping that everybody does what they are supposed 
to do? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So the regulation is effective 60 days from the re- 
lease, and obviously we will work with our folks through a blended 
approach, including some training, to make sure they meet our 
standards. But in most circumstances, you know, it is a require- 
ment for them to meet our standards. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. And 

Mr. Ragsdale. I am sure Mr. Homan agrees. 

Mr. Homan. Yes, our Office of Detention Planning and Policy, 
which is run by Kevin Landy, this is one of his biggest priorities 
right now, to roll out that training, and to, right now our first pri- 
orities are SPCs, our large dedicated contract facility which holds 
most of our detainees. But that training and implementation is be- 
ginning. 



356 


Ms. Roybal- Allard. Okay, great. ICE issued new detention 
standards in 2011 in order to improve safety and security condi- 
tions of confinement for detainees. However, three years later these 
standards have yet to be implemented at many of the approxi- 
mately 250 facilities where ICE holds immigrants. This raises con- 
cerns about still inadequate medical care, insufficient hygiene sup- 
plies, limited contact visits with family, limited outdoor recreation, 
and verbal abuse by jail personnel in many facilities. What are 
your plans to fully implement the 2011 standards in all of the fa- 
cilities used by ICE and the contract facilities, and what is the 
timeline to do that? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So we have obviously, what we have done is sort 
of covered our largest detention centers first. Our SPCs, our dedi- 
cated contract facilities, and we have sort of gone in descending 
order. Sort of the next traunch, as we have sort of done it on sort 
of an average daily population, I think that number is around 200? 
I am looking at Mr. Homan because I am not sure of the precise 
number but I think that it is around 200. So we are focusing the 
next sort of traunch of implementation on folks that have, you 
know, they are actually regularly doing business with us. There are 
some of that number you just described that may have one or two 
folks over some, you know, intermittent period of time. 

As we go into negotiations with our providers there are some 
folks that can meet our standards rather easily. In fact, at almost 
little to no cost. There are other folks just for brick and mortar rea- 
sons will have to make some changes that are going to cost some 
money. So what I have actually asked our Chief Financial Officer 
working with our ERO folks is to give me sort of an execution plan 
so we know sort of, you know, what our costs are now, what our 
costs would be if we need per diem rates to meet this increased 
cost, and then we will see as we attack down that list to make sure 
those standards get implemented. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Is my time up? Okay. 

Mr. Dent. At this time I would like to recognize the member 
from Tennessee, Mr. Fleischmann, for five minutes. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, 
gentlemen. I apologize for my late arrival. I was at another sub- 
committee hearing down the hall. I am sure there has been some 
discussion about the issues of detention beds so I will not go into 
too much detail about the statutorily mandated level of 34,000 
beds. I would like to follow up on a discussion we had when your 
agency testified before this subcommittee last year regarding cost 
comparisons between detention and alternatives to detention. 

The proposed budget makes a noticeable shift toward the latter 
of these in the name of cost effectiveness. Last year we were told 
that the average cost per day of alien detention was roughly $120, 
whereas alternatives to detention, ATDs, purportedly cost much 
less per day. However, the average length of stay for individuals 
in detention is much shorter than the average time individuals 
spend on the non-detained docket, a matter of days or weeks com- 
pared to a matter of years. The extreme difference in processing 
times translates to much higher total cost per individual for the 
use of ATDs compared to the cost of detention by the numbers pro- 
vided last year. 
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Mr. Homan, we had a three-part question, sir. Can you provide 
with, first, the current average processing times for individuals in 
detention and for individuals on the non-detained docket? Second, 
the average per day cost for ATDs, which you plan to expand the 
use of? And third, your estimate of the cost of reapprehending indi- 
viduals who have disappeared while on the non-detained docket? 
Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Homan. All of these answers are, they are hard. I mean, the 
average processing time for somebody, whether in detention or 
ATD, it depends on the specific case. It depends on if they, how 
quick they get in front of a judge. It depends on if they appeal to 
the Board of Immigration Appeals, the second layer of immigration 
proceedings, or if they even appeal the case to the appellate court, 
I mean to the district courts. So it depends on the specific case and 
how complicated those cases are. So some of them can be in deten- 
tion for a long time. It depends how quick we can get a travel docu- 
ment to return that person to their homeland. 

An ATD docket, the same thing. It depends on how quick they 
get in front of a judge. In some areas of the country they may see 
a judge within 18 months. In some areas of the country it could be 
three, four, five years. So it is really a hard question to answer. 

What I can say is the average cost of a detention bed right now 
is $119.86. ATD, a blended cost is around $11 a day. So at some 
point, which we figure is a little over 300 days, that ATD becomes 
less effective. Because once you get over that 300, get to 400 days, 
then that cost of ATD does not equate to the same as they would 
have got if they would have been in detention. So that is a hard 
question to answer because there are so many variables, so many 
factors involved in this. I think the overarching, what we are trying 
to do is put the right people in those beds. And it is a community 
safety issue, as Mr. Ragsdale says, a flight issue. And we have got 
a limited number of beds, put the right people in those beds. People 
who are not a danger to the community, do not have the criminal 
history, and have, you know, maybe have U.S. citizen children, 
maybe they have been long time residents here. They would be 
served better on the non-detained docket on some form of ATD. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Okay. How about the third part of that, of re- 
apprehending individuals, the cost? 

Mr. Homan. Again, there are so many factors involved. I can tell 
you it costs a lot more to seek, identify an alien in the public than 
it does to have that alien in detention. I mean, the same as I testi- 
fied earlier, if we can get an alien in the jail, that is a lot cheaper 
than having the fugitive operations team spend weeks, maybe 
months looking for the individual in the general public. 

Mr. Fleischmann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Carter [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Fleischmann. Mr. Edge, 
Agent Edge, we have been giving you a rest here. But let me start 
first by saying I understand ICE played a considerable role in as- 
sisting the Mexican police in bringing down the world’s most noto- 
rious drug lord, Joaquin “El Chapo” Guzman. Before I ask you 
some questions I want to congratulate you on your participation in 
that effective law enforcement activity. We are grateful for the men 
and women in your force that assisted in that. This is a very, very 
bad guy. I hope we can hold on to him. He escaped once before. I 
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would like to see him in an American prison. But I am hoping that 
our Mexican allies will do a good job of sitting on this guy. Give 
us a brief sketch of what your participation was in that operation. 

Mr. Edge. Well, given the nature of the investigation and ongo- 
ing prosecution, I would prefer, sir, if we could do that under an- 
other — 

Mr. Carter. A secure situation? Okay, that is fair. But I know 
we are all aware that you were actively involved in that. And we 
commend you and the Mexican authorities for that take down. It 
is very good. 

Mr. Edge. Thank you very much. We are very proud of our 
agents who participated in that investigation. 

Mr. Carter. Now let us talk about the matter at hand, the budg- 
et request. The funds included in the fiscal year 2015 request, can 
you maintain the same level of effort as you did last year? Can you 
maintain an effective and healthy rotation for your existing inves- 
tigative teams? What are your plans for hiring staff with the addi- 
tional funds provided by Congress in 2014? How many agents and 
support staff will ICE be able to bring on board with the additional 
funding from Congress in 2014? And can we expect to see an in- 
crease in investigative staffing or will funds be used only to backfill 
attrition? I’ll stop there. 

Mr. Edge. Certainly. Thank you very much for the opportunity 
to answer that question. We had a record year as far as investiga- 
tive hours, well over a couple of hundred thousand hours that we 
have been able to affect our border security responsibility. And we 
also will find ourselves with this year’s budget being able to hire 
at least 24 special agents. We also hope to be able to backfill some 
positions due to attrition. 

Now the challenge for us will be to sustain those positions in the 
out years. But working with the Department of Homeland Security 
as well as your subcommittee we look forward to making sure that 
we will be able to continue some growth down the road. Over the 
past couple of years we have had to watch our pennies, so to speak, 
and have done a good job of that in preparing for, you know, leaner 
years. As the ranking member indicated, this is an era of limited 
resources. And we certainly recognize that at HSI and have done 
our due diligence to make sure that we are going to be in a good 
place moving forward. 

Mr. Carter. So we can get a picture of what your needs are, de- 
scribe for us the template you followed for manning an investiga- 
tive team? What are some of the support functions critical to an in- 
vestigator who has to develop a water tight case? Compare HSFs 
template to the FBI, the DEA. And do you believe investigative 
hours are lost because agents are conducting administrative func- 
tions? 

Mr. Edge. Well certainly with our more than 6,000 special 
agents we would want all of those agents to conduct long term 
transnational border related investigative work. Unfortunately we 
do have a cadre of agents that do conduct administrative tasks but 
those tasks are necessary for us to move forward as an organiza- 
tion. We have numerous positions, for example, intelligence ana- 
lysts. Right now our ratio is 15 to one. The ideal ratio would be 
nine to one for us. We require technical enforcement officers to as- 
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sist us in our investigative work. And right now we have, we would 
like to get to a ratio of 50 to one. So we are definitely, we recognize 
that it is great to have special agents but it is also important for 
us to be able to hire those with other expertise. 

Mr. Carter. Well and your whole goal is to make your case solid 
and strong. And these investigative people, these associates that 
help you with these various templates are important to this overall 
picture of making your case to go to trial. We all watch the tele- 
vision and see what these support personnel do to help make the 
case. 

Mr. Edge. Absolutely. I mean, as you are well aware there is 
more to an investigative effort than just one case agent working 
the case. 

Mr. Carter. And your goal and my goal and our goal is to make 
sure that every special agent has all the tools he needs to be the 
most effective special agent he or she can be. 

Mr. Edge. Absolutely. And analyzing that information is also im- 
portant, too. That is why the 

Mr. Carter. Well that 50 to one ratio, and those ratios are im- 
portant for us to know so that as we look at support personnel and 
so forth and make funding decisions we can try to come up with 
solutions to make sure that every special investigator is able to 
have the support necessary to make a very effective case. And that 
is why I ask these questions. 

How many more investigative hours would be possible if you had 
more adequate support staff? 

Mr. Edge. Well certainly if we had more adequate support staff 
we could increase our hours. We had a record number of hours this 
year and we certainly could better able, be in a better place to in- 
crease our hours in the future. 

Mr. Carter. And as I have told you when we have met before 
in my office, I think ICE does a heck of a job. They do a heck of 
a job with what they have got. And we want to reinforce it. Both 
David and I want to reinforce this effort so knowing what support 
staff you need, that kind of information is important to us. And I 
thank you for that. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Sir, if I may just add, one of the other things they 
have done sort of very well, it is not simply just about the volume 
of investigative hours, it is really driven by outcomes as we look 
at dismantling transnational criminal organizations as opposed to 
simply lower level cases. HSI has done a very good job in terms of 
prioritizing that work, and we would also like to share that with 
the committee in terms of, you know, bigger cases have bigger out- 
comes with bigger impacts on law enforcement. 

Mr. Carter. Certainly. And we appreciate that. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ragsdale, I just want 
to take another minute with this case we were talking about and 
then turn to other matters. But I do bring up Mr. Alfredo, not be- 
cause we want to revisit that case in detail but because of the light 
it might shine on some of these priorities that you are setting, 
some of the discretion that you have, some of the allegations that 
we hear about how enforcement authority is being exercised. I real- 
ly think it is important for us and the American public to have a 
better understanding. 
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Mr. Alfredo, I believe, fell under your priority three, according to 
the information I have, a very low priority normally. And you said 
that. You said this is not a guy you would go after in the normal 
course of things. It is low within priority three. This is a previously 
removed alien. He was removed 15 years ago, and has not been 
convicted of any crime. 

Now I wonder if you could walk us through how this would have 
happened, or how this seems to have happened? I would wonder 
why as a passenger in a car when the driver was pulled over for 
an infraction, why Mr. Alfredo would have been booked in the first 
place. But he was. And supposedly information was obtained on 
him that would have revealed this removal 15 years ago. At that 
point, what discretion does ICE have? Would ICE at that point 
have made the decision to detain or not to detain? How is that deci- 
sion related to the decision to prosecute or not prosecute by the ju- 
dicial officials? To repeat the question I posed a while ago, how 
would it happen that a passenger in a vehicle would have ended 
up where he has ended up? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So a couple of things. First of all, you know, 
every state and local law officer who stops a car by the side of the 
road, we want that officer to have as much information about who 
is in the vehicle, you never know who you are going to run up 
against. So that is obviously, you know, a question of identification 
documents. And then also by statute ICE is required to respond to 
inquiries from state and local officers, we use the LASC in Vermont 
to respond, and that can be done by phone, by radio, as well as 
there is an automated way to make those queries. So by statute we 
are required to respond to those inquiries. 

So, you know, once that gentleman’s immigration history was 
made apparent either ICE or Customs and Border Protection, it 
would be a Border Patrol Agent, it could be someone from field op- 
erations, could also sort of bring, you know, get an Assistant 
United States Attorney on the phone to present that case for pros- 
ecution. Under the facts as you have described them, and again I 
do not know the precise facts of that case, but someone who has 
been ordered removed and has reentered the United States subse- 
quent to being removed without the permission of the Attorney 
General or the Secretary is amenable for prosecution for a federal 
felony. Now 

Mr. Price. Well he could be prosecuted. 

Mr. Ragsdale. As I said 

Mr. Price. You established that. Obviously that is true. But it 
begs the question, doesn’t it, of what kind of discretion you have. 
Whether you were compelled in this case to move forward? 

Mr. Ragsdale. Right. And again, since I am not familiar with 
the facts of the case 

Mr. Price. Well 

Mr. Ragsdale [continuing]. Don’t know if it was an ICE case or 
a CBP case. But I will just tell you that, you know, I think that 
is one of the things that we, as we enter the, sort of the immigra- 
tion debate is, you know, when we find folks that have, you know, 
been removed, been warned, you know, by an immigration judge 
not to reenter the United States, and then we find them again, for 
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I think folks both from ERO, HSI, and I will say at CBP, that is 
not always the most easy thing to walk away from. 

Mr. Price. I am aware that it is not. And we will leave it at that. 
We may want to make sure we understand the details of this par- 
ticular case for the light that it might shed on these broader issues. 
But surely something is amiss when a man, assuming that facts 
that we have are correct, is separated from his family, and shipped 
out of the country. That certainly is not what the kind of guidelines 
that you have been working with envisioned. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Homan. Sir, if I can address our prioritization. First of all, 
I did start my law enforcement career as a police officer. And there 
are times when depending on the circumstances you want to know 
everybody in that vehicle. It is an officer safety issue. But talking 
about prioritization, what ICE does, I have been in this game for 
over 30 years. You know, I have seen the entire life cycle of illegal 
immigration. I started out in the Border Patrol on the front line. 

I became a special agent investigating alien smuggling organiza- 
tions, and traffic vendors. Now I am on the end of the game, I am 
on the detention and removal game. So I understand immigration 
enforcement. And I also understand the need for prosecutorial dis- 
cretion and clear priorities. 

You know, we must operate, ICE must operate and execute a 
mission within a framework provided to me, whether that is poli- 
cies, resources, money, whatever. Prioritization is important in 
what we do. And my officers out in the field, my agents out in the 
field who enforce these laws are doing almost a perfect job in exe- 
cuting the mission that was given to them. Last year, if you look 
at our removal numbers as Mr. Ragsdale testified earlier, 98 per- 
cent of the people we removed fell into one of the priority buckets. 
That is almost perfect execution within the framework provided for 
us. So there is a need for prosecutorial discretion. 

I have been a law enforcement officer for 30 years and we cannot 
arrest everybody, we cannot prosecute everybody, we cannot re- 
move everybody. It only makes sense. And two years ago we had 
a record year, 409,000 removals. If you put that in contrast with 

II million or 12 million illegal aliens in this country, we have 
shown hitting on all cylinders, working within the framework pro- 
vided for us, given the resources we have gotten, we are touching 
less than four percent of those people. It is my opinion those four 
percent need to count. Should it be the first 400,000 in the door, 
first 400,000 we encounter? I think it would be the first 400,000 
that affects community safety. So prioritization when it comes to 
criminal aliens, fugitive reentries, and recent border incidents with 
Border Patrol, that is where we need to focus our prioritization. So 
me, I know that is not popular amongst many people. And my old 
boss had a favorite saying that 50 percent of the population do not 
like what we do 100 percent of the time. But I think the 
prioritization we do makes sense. I think it is the way we have got 
to do business. And I think we are very successful working within 
the framework that we are working within. 

Mr. Price. Well I appreciate that statement. And believe me, 
that has been a theme of this subcommittee for years. That there 
need to be priorities set in immigration enforcement. That we need 
to focus on the dangerous people, the people who are a threat to 
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the community who need to be out of this country. And you know, 
we have had sometimes trouble on the House floor convincing our 
colleagues of the legitimacy of this. But as a matter of fact it is 
basic. And any prosecutor in the country is going to exercise their 
discretion, and certainly ICE needs to exercise discretion. So to the 
extent we are focusing more and more sharply and more and more 
effectively on the people who really pose that kind of threat and 
who need to be targeted, then that is exactly the job I think you 
are called on to do. 

The question I am raising today I suppose is a subset of that: 
how tight, how effective is this targeting? And are there ways in 
which some of these anomalous cases are being pursued that really 
should not be? But my intent here is to underscore the importance 
of discretion and of targeting, certainly not the contrary. 

Mr. Homan. Well I would say that 98 percent falling into priority 
buckets is almost perfect execution. I would say for those cases that 
come up where they may be a priority apprehension, we take a 
case by case consideration. The field officers have that authority. 
If you have U.S. citizen kids, you have health issues, if you have 
a U.S. citizen child serving in the U.S. military, these are all fac- 
tors that come into consideration on prosecutory discretion. 

Mr. Price. And they most certainly should come into consider- 
ation. Mr. Chairman, do I have any more time to shift to another 
topic? Or should I wait until the next round? I’m out, all right. I 
will hang around. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Culberson. 

Mr. Culberson. Director Homan, if I could follow up on your 
point? I thought I heard you say, and I want to make sure I under- 
stood, that you only touch about four percent of the entire popu- 
lation of folks that are here 

Mr. Homan. If you believe the estimate there is 11 or 12 million 
illegal aliens in this country and we on our best year removed 
409,000. We are removing a little less than four percent of the re- 
ported illegal alien population. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. When you say removal, essentially these 
are folks that are deported, taken out of the country? 

Mr. Homan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. And do you include in those numbers of depor- 
tations, the 400,000 that you are referring to, you are counting, as 
we learned, as I learned yesterday from the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, you are counting among those folks border patrol turn 
backs and turn arounds? 

Mr. Homan. Well 

Mr. Culberson. That is part of the 400,000 that you are count- 
ing? President Obama said so publicly, and then yesterday the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security confirmed that within that 400,000 
are included individuals who have been stopped by the Border Pa- 
trol and then they are immediately put back across the border? 

Mr. Homan. There is not a yes or no to that question. Let me 
explain something. 

Back in 1984, I became a Border Patrol agent. I told the presi- 
dent, we have always claimed removal for somebody that was ar- 
rested by the Border Patrol, that if we transported, detail, provided 
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medical services, put them in front of the immigration judge and 
removed. 

What you are speaking about, sir, is what they call the alien — 
it is called ATEP program, that we worked with the Border Patrol 
on and I think it was good border enforcement strategy. What we 
were doing with the Border Patrol under the ATEP, Alien Transfer 
Exit Program, was that aliens that were arrested in Texas, we 
would take custody of those aliens, we would detain them and re- 
move them to another state 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Homan [continuing]. Separating that alien from the smug- 
gling organization. 

Mr. Culberson. Yeah. They are turned around, sent back across 
the border. 

But I mean you are — that 400,000 

Mr. Homan. We detained them 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Homan [continuing]. And we remove them. So we have al- 
ways claimed those arrests. 

Mr. Culberson. Those that are removed and put back across the 
border in a completely different sector? 

Mr. Homan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. But I understand from the secretary, yesterday 
in the numbers that we have seen, that you are counting among 
that 400,000, folks that are the put back across the — they are basi- 
cally picked up by a Border Patrol agent at the border and re- 
turned to the other side of the border within that sector as well. 

Does that 400,000 include any of those? 

Mr. Homan. No, sir. As a matter of fact 

Mr. Culberson. They have to be — the 400,000 

Mr. Homan. Yeah, we suspended the ATEP program, flying these 
aliens to other states and separating them from their organiza- 
tions, because we needed to use those airframes to increase Central 
American removals in Rio Grande Valley. 

We are still assisting the Border Patrol in moving the aliens 
from one sector to another. We do not claim those removals because 
we haven’t detained them. We haven’t transported them by air- 
frame. So as that program remains, removing them from one sector 
to another — we do not claim those removals because we are not ex- 
pending a mass amount of resources to do that work. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. So the 400,000 then, those folks are actu- 
ally being 

Mr. Homan. The 409,000, approximately 54,000 of those were in 
the ATEP program where we took custody by somebody arrested by 
the Border Patrol. We detained them in one of our beds. We used 
our transportation assets either a day or two later to remove them 
to another state. My resources — my money, yes, those removals 

Mr. Culberson. So they, then, could be put back across the bor- 
der? 

Mr. Homan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. If I could also, very quickly, ask about — 
because, obviously, you want to make sure that you are focusing on 
the right four percent, doing your best to handle the ones that are 
the most dangerous, I want to turn to something that you said in 
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response to Chairman Carter’s question on levels one and two, 
dealing with individuals who are convicted of a State criminal of- 
fense, they are here in the country illegally, and they serve their 
sentence. 

How many, if you could, again, just ballpark — and we will submit 
these for the record, as well, so you can give us a more precise 
number — I understood you to say that essentially those who are in 
level one or two category, what happens to those? I thought I un- 
derstood you to say that levels one — these are jurisdictions hon- 
oring ICE detainers. In those jurisdictions which honor ICE detain- 
ers — that are not honoring ICE detainers, excuse me, what hap- 
pens to those level one or two, how many are there and what hap- 
pens to them? 

Mr. Homan. I don’t have those numbers available. We just start- 
ed tracking, electronically tracking that. What we do for those 
counties that don’t honor detainers, for those jurisdictions, we still 
send a detainer. Once we realize they have an alien in custody that 
is removable that has been convicted of a crime, we will still send 
a detainer. They may not honor them, but we are going to continue 
sending detainers so we can track what they are responding to and 
what they are not responding to. Once they hit the streets — we find 
out they hit the streets because they did not honor the detainer, 
they released them without us there — I have to assign a fugitive 
operations team or a criminal alien program team to go look for 
them, which I testified earlier, presents an increase in officer safety 
threat 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Homan [continuing]. Because once they leave the facility, I 
am looking for them on the streets. 

Mr. Culberson. Yeah, for all of us as the public. 

And you said, I think it was 22 jurisdictions, approximately? 

Mr. Homan. Last count I believe it was 22 jurisdictions. We are 
actually tracking that. We can get back to you with what we know. 
Some jurisdictions don’t honor detainers at all, others limit what 
they do honor. 

Mr. Culberson. But in those jurisdictions that don’t honor them, 
levels one and two are just essentially walking? 

Mr. Homan. They are walking until we go out and look for them 
and try to find them. 

Mr. Culberson. And, of course, that is what the Secure Commu- 
nities initiative was designed to stop because it is a real concern 
to all of us that these are folks who have committed a violent crime 
of some sort or another. They have obviously been deemed by the 
State, and a judge like Judge Carter and a jury, dangerous enough 
to lock them up and they are just gone. 

What, in your opinion, sir, do we need to do to help you in that 
effort? 

Mr. Homan. Secure Communities was a great tool because it 
gives us a virtual presence in over 4,000 jails where I don’t have 
the resources to have people there. But I can tell you in more and 
more counties that choose to not honor our detainers takes that ef- 
ficiency away from us, takes that leverage away from us. 

I would like to see our detainers honored, of course. I mean if we 
have technology, we have a virtual presence, we can identify who 



365 


these people are, I would much rather my law enforcement officers 
arrest these people in a safe setting than be out in the streets look- 
ing for them, especially for the ones that have a significant public 
safety threat conviction. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carter. Mr. Cuellar. 

Mr. Cuellar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

One statement and two questions: The first statement is I would 
ask you all to ask at this last omnibus bill that we passed, appro- 
priation bill. There is a provision that we added that says that 
every agency now for the first time, as they make their budget re- 
quests, the funding request to Congress, in consultation with the 
GAO, that they have to tie in for the first time the request to the 
performance measures, so that way we know that if we give you 
one dollar, that we are getting a bang for that one dollar that we 
give you. 

I saw your performance measures, the ones that you have up 
there in performance.gov — it is part of the overall Homeland — and 
some of them are good, but some of them need to be worked out, 
because, as you know, we should look at what is your mission? 
What are your goals and objectives? And what are the measures 
that we should look at to see if we are measuring results? 

So I would ask you all to go back and anytime you want to send 
anybody, we will send out with you. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Sure, sir. 

And we — the Department gets to submit the second quadrennial 
Homeland Security review, we have done quite a bit of work, par- 
ticularly in HSI, to redo our performance measures more on out- 
comes, and as well with ERO, focusing on sort of not just the proc- 
ess and measures of process, but actual outcomes. 

Mr. Cuellar. You are the first one to set that and I appreciate 
that because we ought to be measuring outcomes and not activity, 
but the results, so thank you for doing that. 

My first question is: How much money does ICE get for the ATD, 
the Alternative to Detention program, and have you used all of the 
money from this last appropriations? 

Mr. Ragsdale. It was approximately — so I don’t have to 
guess 

Mr. Cuellar. Because I think you all are asking for an addi- 
tional $2.6 million. 

Mr. Ragsdale. It was $94 million. I think the increase for 2015 
is a little over $2 million. 

Mr. Cuellar. Okay. Have you all used all of it? 

Mr. Ragsdale. It ebbs and flows, just like our detention spend- 
ing. You know, one of the things that we are doing in the Alter- 
native to Detention program 

Mr. Cuellar. But how can it be ebb and flow if you can’t de- 
tain — I think you said you need probably a hundred thousand 
beds — we are at 34 — so there is a big difference between that. I 
mean you can use the monitors and a whole bunch of people with 
that up and down. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Sir, the important thing to note in there is until 
we can make — in other words, an immigration judge makes a deci- 
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sion — in other words, once a person is in removal proceedings, ICE 
cannot make a decision to remove them, right; we have to wait for 
the judge. So if someone gets a court hearing on one day and the 
date is far, far away, you know, even something as an Alternative 
to Detention that has a unit cost that is very long, if you keep them 
on that too long, it also sort of — well, should I say it doesn’t help 
our execution. We are just sort of not using our resources effi- 
ciently. 

So what we try and do is as people go through that process, take 
them in and out of the ATD program depending on sort of a recal- 
culation of flight risk. Someone may be more likely to appear when 
they get an interim decision, as opposed to a final decision. So 
Tom’s folks, you know, take a look at that as the case is processed. 

Mr. Cuellar. I understand, and the detention beds that we 
have, we have to put the more that would cause more risk to the 
public, I understand that, but I would ask you to try to use the al- 
ternatives as much as possible. 

The third question is more of a curiosity. I support comprehen- 
sive immigration reform. I support the right to protest. I support 
all of those concepts and ideas, but I have curiosity — something 
happened last year in my district. You have folks who are here and 
they purposely — I don’t think all of them were DREAMers — but 
purposely, they went across the river and by coincidence — and I 
said “by coincidence” because they told me it was by coincidence — 
they came in across — they went to the Laredo Bridge. Even one of 
them took a snapshot of Gene Garza, he used to be there, and they 
all claim credible fear, okay? It was a — and by the way, they were 
there with their attorneys and they were being led ironically by — 
the organizer was an Iranian under an asylum thing, I believe. 

They went from the bridge, the ones that were able to get out, 
they went straight to my congressional office to protest and they 
did a sit-in. I talked to them on a videoconference, and no matter 
what I said, they were there on a purpose. They were on a mission 
and they kept asking, are you going to arrest us? Arrest us. Arrest 
us. Arrest us. I, they wanted to be arrested on that. 

And I know that was a planned organization, a planned protest, 
but I just find it odd that somebody can purposely cross — cross the 
bridge; have attorneys waiting for them; claim the credible fear — 
some were sent up to El Paso, but the ones came straight to a con- 
gressional office to protest and disrupt. They were there for a cou- 
ple of days and they went up to San Antonio and they barged in. 
They hide in bathrooms and they snuck in through security and 
they got into my office again. 

I just find it interesting that somebody who is not here with the 
riot board — and I support all of this, I understand what they were 
trying to do — ^but I just find it curious that they can go straight — 
claim credible fear — and end up in a congressional office and — I 
just — any thoughts on that? I guess it is more of a question — it is 
more of a thoughts. I just thought it was — and they did that to a 
republican member in Arizona — I am trying to remember who it 
was. And I am sure they are going to do more of it again. I know 
yesterday there were several of them in McCarthy’s office who were 
different. 
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You know, I am talking about crossing the bridge and all that, 
but any thoughts on that? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So, generally speaking, obviously someone who 
has no status in the United States is making an application for ad- 
mission has no valid Visa, is not permitted to enter the United 
States, then CBP would detain that person. If they find a credible 
fear, that person is subject to management or detention until Citi- 
zenship and Immigration Services makes a decision. 

For the other gentleman you described, somebody who was al- 
ready found to be an asylee, that person 

Mr. Cuellar. No, I am talking about the ones that — the people 
from Mexico that claimed to be DREAMers that actually — they 
went through the paperwork — one of them snapped a picture of 
them there getting with their attorneys and Gene Garza and they 
ended up in my office, not only in Laredo, but in San Antonio, and 
one of them is a Federal building; they were able to sneak in there. 

I just find it — and I support full immigration; I support DREAM- 
ers — ^but I just find it curious that how can somebody that does all 
that end up in a congressional office and disrupt and for two days 
they were, literally, disrupting. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Well, I don’t know of the precise facts. I would 
agree, though, they shouldn’t. 

Mr. Cuellar. Well, anyway, just a thought. 

Members, if you ever get one of those, call me up, I will tell you 
what to do. (Laughter) 

Mr. Carter. That is real — Mr. Cuellar, arrest them and put 
them in jail. 

Mr. Cuellar. Well, they — I won’t say what they put on blogs — 
but they are a very sophisticated group of folks, the organizers. 

Mr. Carter. They are also disrupting Federal offices and insub- 
ordination shouldn’t be tolerated. 

Mr. Cuellar. And I am sorry, and I asked — and I support their 
right to protest, but I asked them, well, if they get arrested, will 
they be sent back? You know, it was a thought, but they said it 
was — it would not be considered. You all would not consider it a — 
such a violation that they would be sent off, they would just basi- 
cally — in talking to some of your ICE folks that I talked to, they 
said that even if they got arrested — because they wanted to be ar- 
rested to do immediate publicity, but ICE told me, folks that I 
talked to, you know, even if we arrest them, nothing is going to 
happen to them. They will just stay here in the U.S. 

Mr. Ragsdale. There is challenge on that. It takes more people 
to make those decisions. 

Mr. Cuellar. I appreciate your thoughts. 

Mr. Carter. First off, a comment, Mr. Homan, a lot of these peo- 
ple who are not taking your detainers, they got jail problems and 
quite honestly, we don’t reimburse them as adequately as we 
should from the federal level for the people that they all — on behalf 
of the Federal Government — and they get — having been there, they 
get upset about it. I don’t think they dishonor your detainer for any 
purpose against you or agency. 

I understand the Visa Security Program is a valuable counterter- 
rorism tool in ice’s frontline operations. Please describe, briefly, 
how the program operates; tell us how many countries the program 
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operates in; what percentage of visas is ICE able to screen at this 
time; and how many visas have been refused because of the pro- 
gram to date. 

Mr. Edge. Well, currently, sir, there are 20 Visa Security Pro- 
grams around the world and at each Visa Security Program that 
is set up, we have special agents who are actually assigned. They 
are working with their counterparts at the Department of State 
and conducting the interviews of those visa applicants. Once the 
applicants are interviewed, their applications and all the informa- 
tion that is inherent in the applications is vetted through the new 
IT solution called Patriot, and that resides here in the United 
States. The applications are fully vetted and a determination is 
made whether or not a visa should be granted to the applicant who 
is still in that foreign country. Currently, like I said, we have 20 
posts and we ideally, down the road, would like to expand the pro- 
gram and it is going pretty well. 

The IT solution has made it very, very efficient for us to get all 
this work done before anyone even boards a plane on their way to 
the United States. 

Mr. Carter. Any idea what the cost would be to expand the pro- 
gram to the areas where you think you need to expand it to? 

Mr. Edge. Well, based on our estimates — I will give you some 

exact numbers — we would hope to expand it to currently we 

have 20 posts. We would like to expand it to at least a total of 56 
and that number, if you’ll excuse me 

Mr. Ragsdale. Sir, at 1.3 per post. 

Mr. Edge [continuing]. 1.3 per post. 

And to open an additional 36 posts totaling 56 would be $72.2 
million. 

Mr. Carter. And this whole concept is to stop the bad guys be- 
fore they get here? 

Mr. Edge. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Yeah, which makes a lot of sense. 

Mr. Edge. It is a valuable process, and again, the IT solution. 
Patriot, has made it even more efficient because people are denied 
visas before they even leave their country. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Sir, just one thing to note, that is a separate 
PPA, the Visa Security Program, but the automated solution that 
we are working with CBP and the National Targeting Center, as 
well as the Department of State, will allow that information to be 
pushed to all our attache posts. So there is obviously a blended set 
of an automated solution and personnel. Because of the interviews, 
I mean there is some work you can automate and there is some 
work that, obviously, has to be done by an agent in person. 

Mr. Carter. Yeah, but the information is shared across the 
board, so if they try to go from one door to the next 

Mr. Ragsdale. We have a very useful solution; that’s correct. 

Mr. Carter [continuing). You have a way to flag them. Very 
good. 

Mr. Price. Let me just follow up quickly on that. I’m not sure 
I understood your answer in terms of the current budget proposal. 
How far along toward your goal is that likely to get you? What 
would it take to get there and what is the time frame? 
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Mr. Edge. Currently, we have 20 visa security posts and the cur- 
rent budget calls for the expansion of $37 million to expand Patriot 
to all 67 HSI posts. 

Mr. Price. All right. So that is in the 2015 budget submission, 
that the money sufficient to do that is part of your proposal? 

Mr. Edge. If I am not mistaken, yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. All right. And does that include the personnel. 

Mr. Ragsdale. No, that is just the automated solution. 

Mr. Edge. That is just the automated solution for Patriot. 

Mr. Price. Okay. Well, that does raise the question of whether 
this will be operative, even given the full funding. 

Mr. Edge. Excuse me, if we are going to be able to deploy it to 
the current posts that we have, we already have personnel there, 
so we would be able to allocate personnel to those posts. 

Mr. Price. But you would eventually need additional personnel 
to execute this? 

Mr. Edge. Well, if we are going to go to the posts where we al- 
ready have special agents, we would have agents already at those 
posts, so it would be kind of collateral duty for them. 

Mr. Price. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Ragsdale. We have a high risk list, an inventory — I think 
it is 57 posts. 

Mr. Edge. Correct. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Of those 57 posts, we are not at all of them; we 
are at approximately 20. So if we had simply gone for the full, sort 
of, personnel lay down, that would obviously be a gap of 37 places. 
That would be the $1.3 million. 

What we have been able to automate is some of the back-end 
process. So when someone goes to a Department of State consulate 
officer, submits a non-immigrant visa application, that visa appli- 
cation is automatically vetted, you know, by a targeting solution. 
That information, under the current IT solution, will be at least 
shared to the 20 visa security posts, as well as the other posts that 
HSI is already at. 

Mr. Price. All right. That is getting clearer. I think I am going 
to ask you, though 

Mr. Ragsdale. Certainly. 

Mr. Price [continuing]. To clarify for the record what you are 
saying here about the equipment, the personnel, the money that is 
in the budget proposal, and how far that would get you toward 
being fully deployed at the posts that you are talking about. If 
there is a shortfall, let us know what that is. 

Okay. Let me ask you about investigations. You, of course, do 
lots of investigations. As I said in my opening statement, this is 
very, very important work that is often underappreciated. You in- 
vestigate across-the-border trafficking of weapons, illicit drugs, 
other contraband, money laundering, fraudulent trade practices, 
identity and benefit fraud, human trafficking, and child exploi- 
tation. But despite the importance of Homeland Security investiga- 
tions, your budget doesn’t necessarily reflect that, or it appears to 
me that it does not. 

The fiscal 2015 budget proposes a reduction of 336 on-board 
FTEs, compared to the current FTE level. Funding for domestic in- 
vestigations will be cut by $27.7 million, and if you back out all the 
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annual adjustments for things like pay inflation and rent, then it 
is really a cut of greater than that, something like $72 million from 
HSI activities or 4.3 percent off the fiscal 2014 appropriation. That 
$72 million, as it turns out, is precisely the amount of the increase 
Congress appropriated for HSI above the 2014 request to hire addi- 
tional personnel to investigate things like money laundering and il- 
legal firearms and drug trafficking and child exploitation. 

So that raises the obvious question, Mr. Edge or Mr. Ragsdale, 
am I correct in understanding that under the 2015 request, having 
hired these additional HSI agents in the current year, we would 
really run the risk of turning right around and cutting all of those 
net personnel gains in the next Congress? If that is true or even 
approximately true, I wonder if you could comment on the impacts 
this would have on HSI investigations. I am asking about the im- 
pact of your budget submission on your investigation capacity and 
how much funding would be required in fiscal 2015 to annualize 
the costs for all the new hires planned for the current year. 

Mr. Edge. Well, we certainly would have our challenges in meet- 
ing the requirements of our investigative efforts and the budget 
certainly is less than our levels that we have enjoyed in the past 
few years, so we would have to make some adjustments. We would 
have to work smarter. We would have to assess and prioritize ex- 
tensively to determine our capabilities. 

And we have worked, as you are well aware, we are a border se- 
curity agency; we respond to the border. Drug smuggling is a sig- 
nificant priority for us and it is 25 percent of our workload. It is 
24 hours a day, seven days a week. So we would certainly find our- 
selves with fewer ETE, stretching ourselves a little bit. 

Mr. Price. Yes, that is what I am assuming in asking the ques- 
tion, but after all, this is your budget. I mean you are proposing 
this and I would think would have a little more precise notion, at 
this point, of the consequences of the request, the likely impact of 
the request. I think we are going to need that. 

Mr. Ragsdale. So, we sure didn’t get that to you. I would say — 
to use the sort of term as before — this is, I mean, making difficult 
choices. You know, what the budget allows us to do is preserve our 
most important resource, is our people. So we would hope to — you 
know, with this budget proposal — maintain a new class and hire 
some attrition. 

The struggle, of course, is, and I think what we see is, complex 
cases that take, you know, years to complete are expensive. That 
is certainly one of the challenges. As we also talked about, having 
the adequate support structure for agents. If you look at the cost 
of getting a special agent on board through an academy and 
equipped, they are more expensive than some of the other positions 
that we have talked about. 

So, you know, we certainly have those models that we talked in 
terms of having adequate support personnel, but we also recognize, 
that, you know, this is a challenge and we are trying to, I want 
to say harmonize, you know, automated solutions, our most impor- 
tant resource, our personnel, and then general expense funding 
that let’s us run cases and that is sort of the balance that has been 
struck, which is not to say it is a difficult or an ideal one. 



371 


Mr. Price. Well, I do think we are going to need more informa- 
tion. You clearly have, from our side, a good deal of support for 
these functions, for these investigations. That has been mirrored in 
plus ups we have done in past years in terms of personnel and we 
don’t want to see that undone. But to evaluate this, we obviously 
need a more precise estimate of the impact on specific investigative 
areas, so we will expect that from you before we write our bill. 
Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson [presiding]. Thank you very much, Mr. Price. 

There are frequent stories of individuals who are not eligible to 
attain some legal status at the time of their arrest — at some point 
afterwards they either marry a U.S. citizen or healthcare issues, 
U.S. citizen children after, you know, years on the non-detained 
docket; thereby, they are basically exempt from being removed. 
How many people do you believe, how many cases are there like 
that out there that you are aware of this? How many cases, poten- 
tially, are there out there like that? 

Mr. Ragsdale. I don’t think I fully understand the question. 

Mr. Culberson. Well, that you have got folks — for example, they 
are not eligible at the time they are arrested. They later, however, 
either get married or have children; you know, once a child is born 
in the United States, they are a citizen. Or there is some 
healthcare humanitarian issue involved, so they are no longer — 
they are essentially exempt from being removed. 

Have you ever encountered that? Are you familiar with folks that 
fall into that category and how many are we talked about? 

Mr. Homan. I wouldn’t say they are exempt from being removed. 
What I can say is the longer they are in the country, the more eq- 
uities they are obviously 

Mr. Culberson. On the non-detained docket. 

Mr. Homan. On the non-detained docket, I can say is over a mil- 
lion. You know, I don’t know how many have built up equities, but 
I think it makes sense that the longer they are in the United 
States, the more equities they will have, whether it is USC chil- 
dren, homes, jobs 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Homan [continuing]. And so forth, but I don’t have a num- 
ber. 

Mr. Culberson. Yeah, we will submit it for the record so you can 
have your folks look at it. Let me also ask if you have a shortfall, 
for example, you know how the committee has estimated in order 
to fund the bed space that the law requires you to maintain of 
34,000, we are calculating about $119 a day. If you run short of 
funds in order to detain the criminal aliens and other mandatory 
detainees, do you plan to submit a reprogramming request to the 
subcommittee if that is necessary? 

Mr. Ragsdale. Is this for fiscal year 2014? 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ragsdale. Yeah, at this point, what we are looking at is 
some efficiencies to bring our execution in line with our funding. 
We hope to be able to end the year like we did last year at meeting 
that mandate. 
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Mr. Culberson. So you are going to try to achieve the mandate 
simply through efficiencies? You would not ask the committee in 
2014 for a reprogramming request? 

Mr. Ragsdale. Again, I am hopeful that we live within the 
means that you have already provided to us. You know, we are 
slightly over our target execution, but we will obviously — there are 
a couple of efficiencies that we think we can find and we certainly 
don’t want to sit here, given, you know, the dollar amount, and say 
we are operating perfectly. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. 

Mr. Ragsdale. We are going to look at some lower-cost beds, 
some of our detainee-to-staff ratio in terms of contract guards, 
some of our transportation contracts. One of the big examples of 
having that five-year funding, recognizing as we go to contract 
partners who have to sort of rely on us year to year on contracts, 
opposed to who can contract for a longer period of time, to the ex- 
tent that we lower their risks in terms of us doing business with 
them, we might see better pricing. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

What about in 2015? 

Mr. Ragsdale. 2015? 

Mr. Culberson. In fiscal year 2015, would you anticipate sub- 
mitting reprogramming requests to allow you to utilize more beds? 

Mr. Ragsdale. I guess I would be reluctant to speculate about 
what will happen that far ahead. 

Mr. Culberson. I understand. And as long as you are looking at 
efficiencies, you are going to have the president’s request that he’s 
given us for asking the Congress to allow you to reduce the number 
of beds to 30,359, which I don’t think the committee is likely to do, 
but I am just interested because we would certainly be open to a 
reprogramming request. 

Mr. Homan. If I could add to what Mr. Ragsdale said about effi- 
ciencies, we have already done a lot of work in efficiencies such as 
the Rio Grande Valley. The apprehension rate has not dropped, but 
we are down to like 31,000 in the tents right now because the effi- 
ciencies we have identified in the Rio Grande Valley. 

We are working with the Governments of Guatemala and Hon- 
duras to get travel documents within ten days, so the ALOS, the 
average length of stay, we dropped from like 30 days down to like 
ten, so we are moving the beds over faster. When we are talking 
about efficiencies is doing more work like that to move the beds 
quicker and to get people removed quicker. As I said earlier, we got 
away from the air flights, ATEP program, to add more flights for 
those Central American countries that we got travel documents for 
quicker. So we turn those beds over quicker. 

So that is the efficiencies Mr. Ragsdale is talking about, is to 
continue to look at ways as to the taxpayers’ money that we can 
identify the efficiencies. 

Mr. Culberson. In the Rio Grande Valley sector, though, I see 
from looking at the number of folks that are prosecuted by sector, 
you have only got — the most recent numbers I have seen is there 
is only an 8.2 percent prosecution rate in the Rio Grande Valley. 
So I would want to visit more with you about that because I don’t 
think you are seeing an accurate, complete picture of how many 
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people are actually potential customers for you there. Because you 
have got 91.8 percent of the folks that are actually apprehended 
suffer for consequence at all. Let me ask, if you could, specifically — 
and, Mr. Price, if you got any follow-up, we are delighted to do it. 
David Price is a dear, good friend and someone I admire im- 
mensely. I do want to ask about Title 8, Section 1227 that talks 
about deportable aliens and your obligation, the obligation of the 
Agency to deport and to remove individuals who fall within these 
categories. 

For those jurisdictions in the country that do honor your detain- 
ers, these folks that fall within Title 8, Section 1227, you know, the 
criminal violations, aggravated felony, failure to register as a sex 
offender — I mean you have got some really dangerous, bad char- 
acters in here that you know that you all are concerned about as 
law enforcement officers. In those jurisdictions that do honor the 
detainers, what percentage of the individuals that fall within this 
category in 1227, what percentage of those individuals in those ju- 
risdictions that do honor the detainers are actually removed and 
deported in compliance with the law? 

Mr. Ragsdale. So 1227 is the entire universe of the class of de- 
portable aliens and those are aliens who were admitted into the 
United States and have become deportable thereafter. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. Right. 

Mr. Ragsdale. So it, obviously, is going to be sort of a — what I 
will say is a difficult number to calculate because you could actu- 
ally fall into several of those classes and not necessarily be charged 
with every one of them. 

Mr. Culberson. Oh, I understand and there are waivers and hu- 
manitarian cases and public interest and whatnot, but that is the 
Attorney General who does that. 

Mr. Ragsdale. That’s right. 

Mr. Culberson. But the law, from your perspective, as officers 
sworn to uphold the law, is nondiscretionary. The law is mandatory 
from your perspective. On your part the law is mandatory. 

Mr. Ragsdale. I think that is where you end up seeing the 
image where you described before of having some one point some 
odd million folks in the non-detained docket. 

From the DHS enforcement perspective, we are putting many, 
many more people into proceedings than what you heard the De- 
partment of Justice is able to prosecute — excuse me, adjudicate 
quickly. So what we are trying to do is balance the class of deport- 
able aliens you see in that Chapter 1227 with resources. Because 
in our appropriations line, which I think was in there last year and 
it is again in the 2014 bill, that as we execute our enforce removal 
mission, we are to prioritize based on, essentially, level of crimi- 
nality. So that is why, even though every class in that book is sort 
of amenable to removal, we are trying to prioritize in a way that 
not only your committee has told us, but in a way that makes 
sense of public safety. 

Mr. Culberson. Well, of those, for example, that are convicted 
of an aggravated felony 

Mr. Ragsdale. They would be level ones; they are our top pri- 
ority. 
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Mr. Culberson. Of those that are in these categories, the par- 
ticularly dangerous ones, in those jurisdictions that do honor de- 
tainers, what percentage of those individuals that meet these cri- 
teria are actually picked up, removed and deported? 

Mr. Ragsdale. Sir, I think I will have to sort of give you a little 
time to submit that to the record. In other words, that is a massive 
number 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. I understand. 

Mr. Ragsdale [continuing], because it includes close to 4,000 
jails, so I wouldn’t want to sort of haphazardly 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, of course. I understand. That is why I just 
want to put it in your mind. So we will submit it in writing. 

Mr. Homan. I can tell you, as Mr. Ragsdale said, that is our top 
priority. So we would most certainly put them in proceedings, and 
again, from then it is an immigration court proceeding, but we will 
try to come up with that data for you. 

Mr. Culberson. But based on what you have seen and heard, is 
it 100 percent? 

Mr. Ragsdale. There are certainly in some places. I mean we 
have great coverage in the Bureau of Prisons systems. You know, 
again, places that share with us. Certainly, the State of Texas is 
another great partner. 

So it sort of varies, and I think that most folks in the law en- 
forcement business would say, you know, anybody that falls into 
the category you have identified there as an alien felon is reason- 
able to be seen as a top priority. 

Mr. Culberson. Accurate to say, though, that in these categories 
of aggravated felons, you are not achieving 100 percent? 

Mr. Ragsdale. I can’t really speculate. One hundred percent is 
a lofty goal, but, certainly, we want to do the best we can. 

Mr. Homan. The majority of those people that come in our cus- 
tody, though, if they are a serious criminal to public safety, that 
would be — especially the aggravated felons — would be — most of 
them would remain in detention until — you know, we would be de- 
taining those people. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Homan. We would have to wait until the DOJ, you know, 
EOIR to give us a removal order. But they certainly are our prior- 
ities, certainly the first thing we look at, certainly we are concen- 
trating most of our resources on those that are a public safety 
threat. 

Mr. Culberson. But you rely on the Department of Justice to ac- 
tually — 

Mr. Homan. In many circumstances, we have to have a removal 
order from 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. 

One other thing, very quickly, are you utilizing the language, the 
authority the committee has encouraged you to use in committee 
report to use private detention beds to contract out to find the least 
expensive alternative? I know in the state of Texas, for example, 
private beds typically cost about half of what you are — you know, 
this $119 — I know, for example, that you can contract beds for 
about $63 a day in the state of Texas. 

Mr. Ragsdale. That is exactly right. 



375 


The thing is what you are seeing in that $119 number is a fully 
loaded number. It includes medical care, food service, transpor- 
tation; it is a whole range of value in that $119 number. We cer- 
tainly can go into the marketplace and buy beds for less than that, 
but then there is a question of whether we provide medical care, 
whether we contract for medical care. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Ragsdale. So we just need to make sure that we are com- 
paring apples to apples. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much. I genuinely appreciate it. 

These questions will be submitted into the record so you can 
have an opportunity to answer them more precisely. But above all, 
we want to thank you for your service to the country and defending 
us and enforcing the laws of the United States. We will do our part 
to make sure you have the resources you need to do your job in a 
way that you know that you all want to do. 

Thank you very much, and the committee is adjourned. Thank 
you. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE John Carter 

Daniel Ragsdale, Deputy Director 
Thomas Homan, Executive Associate Director, Enforcement and 
Removal Operations 

Pete Edge, Deputy Executive Associate Director, Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Immigration and Customs Enforcement Budget Request 
March 13,2014 


ICE Enforcement Data 

Question: Provide for the record a chart showing the number of criminal removals, the number of non-criminal 
removals, and the total removals made in Fiscal Year (FY) 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014 year-to-date, including 
a breakdown of Mexicans and other-than-Mexicans (OTM.s) for each category. Please break out the number of 
convicted criminals and non-criminals who were permitted to voluntarily depart, voluntarily return, or withdraw 
their application for admission for these time periods. 

ANSWER: Please find the following details for U.S. Immigration and Customs Fjiforcement (ICE) removals 
and returns in FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014 YTD, Returns are further broken out by those tCE cases in 
which a voluntary departure was confirmed, a voluntary return (VR) was witnessed, and a withdrawal for 
admission was permitted (withdrawal permitted Form 1-275 (Withdrawal of Application for 
Admissioii/Consiilar Notification) issued). 
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Notes; 


FY 2012 through FY 2013 data are historical and remain static. FY 2014 data are updated through March 29, 
2014 (!CE integrated Decision Support (IlDS)v].!6 run date of March 3 K 2014; ENFORCE Integrated 
Database (EII3) as of March 29, 2014). 

Returns include voluntary returns, voluntary departures, and withdrawals under docket control. Enforcement 
and Removal Operations (ERO) removals include aliens processed for expedited removal (ER) and turned over 
to EFfO for detention. Aliens processed for ER and not detained by ERO are primarily processed by Border 
Patrol, within IJ.-S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP). CBP should be contacted for those statistics. 

Starting in FY 2009, ICE began to “lock” removal statistics on October 5th at the end of each fiscal year and 
counted only the aliens whose removals or returns were already confirmed. Aliens removed or returned in that 
fiscal year but not confirmed until after October 5th were excluded from the locked data and thus from ICE 
statistics. To ensure an accurate and complete representation of all removals and returns, ICE vvill include the 
removals and returns confirmed after October 5th into the next fiscal year. 

I'he number of removals in F Y 2009, excluding the “tag” from FY 2008, was 3 87,790. The number of 
removals in FY 2010, excluding the “lag” from FY 2009, was 373,440. This number does not include 76,732 
cases that ICE closed on behalf of CBP in FY 2010. Of those 76,732 cases, 33,900 ciises resulted from a 
joint CBP/ICE operation in Arizona. iCti spent $1,155,260 on those 33,900 cases. The number of removals in 
FY 201 1, excluding the “lag” from FY 2010, was 385,145. Tltc number of removals in FY 2012, excluding the 
“lag” from FY 201 1, was 402,919. The number of removals in FY 2013, excluding the “lag” from FY 2012, 
was 363,144. 

Fiscal year data lag/case closure lag is defined as the physical removal ofan alien occurring in a given month; 
however, the case is not closed in ENFORCE Alien Removal Module until a subsequent fiscal year after the 
data are locked. Because the data from the previous fiscal yetir are locked, the removal is recorded in the month 
the case was closed and reported in the next fiscal year removals. This will result in a higher number of 
recorded removals in a fiscal year than actual departures. 

Question: Provide for the record a chart showing the total number of ICE detainees by priority category (level 
of criminality, recent border crosser, fugitive, non-criminal), including a breakdown of Mexicans and OTM,s for 
each category, in FY 2012, F-Y 2013, and FY 2014 ycar-io-date. 


ANSWER: Please find the following details for ICH book-ins in FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014 YTD by 
criminality level. ICE is unable to provide a further breakout of non-criminal book-ins by priority category, 
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In otes 

FY 2014 data are updated through March 29, 2014 (IIDS vI.I6 run date of March 31, 201 4; BID as of 
March 29, 2014). FY 2012 through FY 2013 data are historical and reniain static. 

Detention data exclude those held in Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) and Mexican Interior 
Repatriation Program (MIRP) facilities as well as U.S. Marshals (USM) prisoners. Book in criminality is 
based on removal case threat level. ICE threat levels reflect the priorities outlined in Director Morion's June 
2010 memorandum entitled “ICE Civil Immigration Enforcement Priorities effective October I, 2010.” 

Since FY 2011, ICE has defined criminality as whether or not an alien has an ICE threat level (convicted 
criminal) or not (non-criminal immigration violator). For purposes of prioritizing the removal of aliens 
convicted of crimes, ICE personnel refer to the following offense levels: Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3 
offenders. 

Level I olfenders are those aliens convicted of “aggravated felonies”; as defined in § i 0 1 (a)(43) of the 
Immigration and Nationality .Act, or two or more crimes each punishable by more than 1 year, commonly 
referred to as “felonies.” Ivcvel 2 offenders are aliens convicted of any other felony or three or more crimes 
each punishable by less than 1 year, commonly referred to as “misdemeanors.” Level 3 offenders are aliens 
convicted of “misdemeanor” crimes punishable by less than 1 year. Please note that not all criminal aliens 
are subject to mandatory detention. 


Question: Please provide the number of detainees by priority category (level of criminality, recent border 
Grosser, fugitive, non-criminal), including a breakdown of Mexicans and OTMs for each category, who were 
removed or deported from the countr)' in FY 2012 , FY 2013 , and FY 2014 year-to-date. 

ANSWER: Please see the following charts ofFYs 2012 through YTD 2014 ICE removals, broken out by 
Mexican citizenship and other than Mexican citizenship. Overall ICE removals include those with and without 
a detention stay. 
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Notes 

FY 2012-2013 data are historical and remains static. FY 2014 data are updated through March 29, 2014 
(IIDS vl.l4 run date March 31, 2014, EID as of March 29, 2014). 

An interior removal is defined by individuals removed by ICE that are identified or apprehended in the 
United vStates by an ICE officer or agent. A border removal is defined as individuals arrested at or near the 
border by CBP officials while attempting to unlawfiilly enter the United States. Removals include returns, 
which include voluntary returns, voiuntaiy departures, and withdrawals under docket control. 

Starting in FY 2009, ICE began to “lock” removal statistics on October 5th at the end of each fiscal year and 
counted only the aliens whose removal or return was already confirmed. Aliens removed or returned in that 
fiscal year but not confirmed until after October 5th were excluded from the locked data and thus from ICE 
statistics. To ensure an accurate and complete representation of all removals and returns, ICE will include the 
removals and returns confirmed after October 5th into the next fiscal year. The number of removals in 
FY 2009, excluding the “lag” from FY 2008, was 387,790. The number of removals in FY 2010, excluding 
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the "‘lag"' from FY 2009, was 373,440. This number does not include 76,732 ER cases that ICE closed on 
behalf of CBP in FY 2010 . Of those 76,732 c^es, 33,900 cases resulted from a joint CBP/ICE operation in 
Arizona. ICE spent SI,! 55,260 on those 33,900 cases. The number of removals in FY 201 1, excluding the 
“lag'’ from FY 20 ! 0, was 385,145. The number of removals in FY 2012, excluding the “lag" from FY 20 ! 1, 
was 402,919. The number of removals in FY 2013, excluding the “lag” fi'om FY 2012, was 363,144. 

Fiscal year data lag/case closure lag is defined as the physical removal of an alien occurring in a given month; 
however, the case is not closed in the ENFORCE alien removal module until a subsequent fiscal year after 
the data are locked. Because the data from the previous fiscal year are locked, the removal is recorded in the 
month the case was closed and reported in the next fiscal years removals. This will result in a higher number 
of recorded removals in a fiscal year than actual departures. 

in June 2010, Director Morton issued the ICE Civil Immigration Enforcement Priorities memorandum. The 
ICE threat levels reflect the priorities outlined in the Director’s memo beginning October 1, 2010. Before 
FY 201 1 , secure communities Levels 1, 2, and 3 were used for prioritization purpo.ses. Starting in FY 2011, 
criminality is defined by whether or not an alien has the TCE threat level (convicted criminal) or not (non- 
criminal). For FY 2011, ICE threat level is based upon the risk classification threat level associated with the 
most serious convicted crimes (except overturned convictions) for the alien’s case up until (he point of 
departure. ICE began reporting this thmat level as of October 1, 2010. 

ERO removals include aliens processed for ER and turned over to ERO for detention. Aliens processed for 
ER and not detained by ERO are primarily processed by Border Patrol. CBP should be contacted for those 
statistics. 

The ICE threat levels reflect the priorities outlined in Director Morton’s June 2010 memorandum. Since 
FY 201 i, ICE has defined criminality as whether or not an alien has an ICE threat level (convicted criminal) 
or not (non-criminal immigration violator). 

For purposes of prioritizing the removal of aliens convicted of crimes, ICE personnel refer to the following 
oflense levels: Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3 offenders. Level I offenders are tho.se aliens convicted of 
“aggravated felonies,” as defined in § 1 01 (a)(43) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, or two or more 
crimes each punishable by more than 1 year, commonly referred to as “felonies.” Level 2 offenders are aliens 
convicted of any other felony or three or more crimes each punishable by less than 1 year, commonly referred 
to as “misdemeanors.” Level 3 offenders are aliens convicted of “misdemeanor” crimes punishable by less 
than 1 year. Before FY 20 1 1 , ICE used secure communities I^evels 1, 2, and 3 for prioritization purposes. 

if an alien was identified by more than one priority the alien was defaulted to the highest priority based on the 
following hierarchy (ordered highest to lowest): convicted criminal, immigration fugitive, repeat 
immigration violator, other border removals/other removable aliens. 

Other removable aliens — this category include.s those aliens who entered unlawfully or entered lawfully and 
violated conditions of admission; aliens who may also fall into the above priorities but cannot be verified in 
the data availabie to iCE (e.g., criminals with no conviction information recorded in ICE systems). 


Question: For FY 2012, FY 2013 and FY 2014 year-to-date, please provide the unique number of individuals 
encountered by ICE, booked into ICE custody, and then released, by forms of supervision and conditions of 
release, including bond, ICE supeivislon, orders of recognizance, or combination. Please also breakout these 
same individuals by ICE priority category, nationality (Mexicans and OTMs), and the number of days in 
detention. 

ANSWER; Please find the following charts, which display unique FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014 to date 
releases for individuals that were arrested for immigration enforcement piirpose.s by ICE (both ERf) and 
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liomeiand Security Investigations (HSI)), have an ICE case, and were released on bond, released on orders of 
recognizance, released on orders of supervision, rele^ed for re^on of parole, and released For reason of 
prosecutorial discretion. Data limitations do not allow the display of this information for unique individuals. 
The data are displayed based upon whether ICE has recorded criminal conviction information on the subject. 
For those subjects that do not have available criminal conviction information, the releases are categorized based 
upon whether they are re-instaternents of removal orders, fugitive cases, or other cases. Separate tables also 
separate those releases with a Mexican citizenship and those with an other- than- Mexican (OTM) citizenship. 


The final cha?1 displays the average length of stay in detention for these releases. 
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Notes: 

FY 2014 YTD data updated through March 31,2014 (IIDS vl.l6 run date of April 3, 2014; (EID as of 
March 31,20! 4). 

Book-out data exclude ORR and MIRP facilities, as well as USM prisoners. 

Releases reflect final book outs with a case and release reasons of alternatives to detention (ATDs), 
bond, order of recognizance (OREC), order of supervision (OSUP), paroled, and prosecutorial discretion 
and exclude removals, deaths, and proceedings terminated. 

The final book out criminality is defined by whether or not an alien has the TCE threat level {convicted 
criminal) or not (non-criminal). ICE threat level is based upon the most serious convicted crimes 
(except overturned convictions) for the alien’s case up until the point of departure. The ICE threat levels 
reflect the priorities outlined in Director Morton's June 2010 Memorandum entitled ICE Civil 
Immigration Enforcement Priorities elYective October 1, 2010. Since FY 2011, ICE has defined 
criminality as whether or not an alien has an ICE threat level (convicted criminal) or not (non-criminal 
immigration violator). For purposes of prioritizing the removal of aliens convicted of crimes, ICE 
personnel refer to the following offense levels: Level 1, L-evel 2, and Level 3 offenders. Level 1 
offenders are those aliens convicted of “aggravated felonies,” as defined in § 101(a)(43) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, or two or more crimes each punishable by more than I year, 
commonly relerred to as “felonies.” Level 2 olTenders are aliens convicted of any other lelony or three 
or more crimes each punishable by tCvSS than I year, commonly referred to as “misdemeanors.” Level 3 
offenders are aliens convicted of “misdemeanor” crimes punishable by less than 1 year. 

Fugitives aie defined as having case category = 5B, 8E, 81. Reinstatements are defined as having case 
category = 16, 

All statistics are pulled biised on current program which attributes all cases back to the program of the 
processing officer of the event, liowever, if cuirent program = OPL, XXX, ZZZ, or null, then event 
prograin is used. 

The "ICE" arresting agency includes (he following ERG and HSI Arre.sting Agency programs: 287g 
program, ATDs, ERG criminal alien program, detained case control, detention and deportation, law 
enforcement area response unit, non-detained case control. Juvenile, fugitive operations, violent criminal 
alien section, joint criminal alien response team, probation and parole, quick response team, user fee 
investigations, joint terrorism task force, non-user fee investigations, HSI criminal arrest only, and 
intelligence. Non-detained population incliide.s individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, 
but ICE has not yet removed. 
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Notes; 

FY 2013 data were rerun for program data (IIDS vi.l6 run date of April 3, 2014; BID as of March 31, 2014). 
Book-out data exclude ORR and MIRP facilities, as well as USM Prisoners. 

Releases reilect final book outs with a case and release reasons of ATD, bond, OREC, OSUP, paroled, and 
prosecutorial discretion and exclude removals, deaths, and proceedings terminated. 

'Hie final book out criminality is defined by whether or not an alien has the ICE threat level (convicted 
criminal) or not (non-criminal). ICE threat level is based upon the most serious convicted crimes (except 
overturned convictions) for the alien's case up until the point of deptirture. The ICE threat levels reflect the 
priorities outlined in Director Moiton’s June 2010 Memorandum entitled ICE Civil iimnigration Enforcement 
Priorities effective October 1, 2010. Since FY 2011, ICE has defined criminality as whether or not an alien 
has an ICE threat level (convicted criminal) or not (non-criminal immigration violator). For purposes of 
prioritizing the removal of aliens convicted of crimes, ICE personnel refer to the following offense levels: 
Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3 offenders, l^vel I offenders are those aliens convicted of “aggravated 
felonies,’' as defined in § 10l(a)(43) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, or two or more crimes each 
punishable by more than 1 year, commonly referred to as “felonies.” Level 2 offenders are aliens convicted 
of any other felony o_r th ree or more crimes each punishable by less than 1 year, comm o nly referred to a s 
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"misdemeanors."' Level 3 offenders are aliens convicted of “misdemeanor" crimes punishable by less than 1 
year. 

Fugitives are defined as having case category = 5B, 8E, 81. Reinstatements are defined as having case 
category ~ 1 6. 

All stats are pulled based on current program which attributes all cases back to the program of the processing 
officer of the event. However, if current program = OPL, XXX, ZZZ, or null, then event program is used. 

The "ICE" arresting agency includes the following ERO and HSl arresting agency programs: 287g program, 
ATDs, ERO criminal alien program, detained case control, detention and deportation, law enforcement area 
response unit, non-detained case control, juvenile, fugitive operations, violent criminal alien section, joint 
criminal alien response team, probation and parole, quick response team, user fee investigations, joint 
terrorism task force, non-user fee investigations, HSI criminal arrest only, and intelligence. Non-detaiiied 
population includes individiiais for whom removal orders have been issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 
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Notes; 

FY 20 i2 data were rerun for program data (liDS vl.16 rundate of April 3, 2014; HID as of March 31, 
2014). 

Book-out data exclude ORR and MIRP facilities, as well as USM Prisoners. 

Releases rellect final book outs with a case and release reasons of ATD, bond, ORHC, OSUP, paroled, and 
prosecutorial discretion and exclude removals, deaths, and proceedings terminated. 

The final book out criminality is defined by whether or not an alien has the ICE threat level (convicted 
criminal) or not (non-criminal). ICE threat level is based upon the most serious convicted crimes (except 
overturned convictions) for the alien's case up until the point of departure. The ICE threat levels reflect the 
priorities outlined in Director Moiton's June 2010 Memorandum entitled ICE Civil immigration 
Enforcement Priorities effective October I, 2010. Since FY 201 1, ICE ha.s defined criminality as whether 
or not an alien has an ICE threat level (convicted criminal) or not (non-criminal immigration violator). For 
purposes of prioritizing the removal of aliens convicted of crimes, ICE personnel refer to the followdiig 
offense levels; Level I, Level 2, and Level 3 offenders. T.evel I offenders are those aliens convicted of 
“aggravated felonies,” as defined in § l01(aK43) of the Immigration and Nationality .Act, or two or more 
crimes each punishable by more than 1 year, commonly referred to as “felonies.” Level 2 offenders are 
aliens convicted of any other felony or three or more crimes each punishable by less than 1 year, commonly 
referred to as “misdemeanoi*s.” Level 3 offenders are aliens convicted of “misdemeanor” crime.s punishable 
by less than 1 year. 

Fugitives are defined as having case category = 5B, 8E, 81. Reinstatements are defined as having case 
category = 16. 

All statistics are pulled based on current program which attributes all cases back to the program of the 
processing officer of the event. However, if cun'enl program = GPL. XXX, ZZZ, or null, then event 
program is used, 


The ICE arresting agency includes the following ERO and IFSl arresting agency programs; 287g program, 
ATDs, ERG criminal alien program, detained case control, detention and deportation, law enforcement area 
response unit, non-detained case control, juvenile, fugitive operations, violent criminal alien section, joint 
criminal alien response team, probation and parole, quick response team, u.ser lee investigations, joint 
terrorism task force, non-user fee investigations, HSI criminal arrest only, and intelligence. Non-detained 
population includes individuals for whom removal orders liave been issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 
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10.13 

26.46 

37.10 

n.56 

20.5! 

15.86 

Fugiiivits 

U.9I 

22.2i 


10.61 

19.06 

15.25 

;;,/7 

17.14 

17.13 

Rei^istutstrfieua 

53. 75 

90.34 


5S.S7 

95,11 

79.00 


37.50 

sHT 


i4.55 

32.56 

2U8 

P.36 

24.53 

!S..7> 

10.59 

18.65 

.14.44 

Total 

20.11 

5«.02 

$5.06 

20.45 

53.66 

34.50 

27.33 

55.67 

39,80 
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Notes: 

FY 2012 and FY 2013 were rerun for program datafUDS vi.l6 run date of April 3, 2014; EID as of March 
3i, 2014). FY 2014 data were updated through March 31, 2014 (IIDS vl.l6 run date of April 3, 2014; EID 
asofMarch3E20i4). 

Book-out data exclude ORR and MIRF* fecilities, as we!! as USM Prisoners. 

Releases reflect linal book outs with a case and release reasons of ATD, bond, OREC, OSUP, paroled, and 
prosecutorial discretion and exclude removals, deaths, and proceedings terminated. 

The tlnal book out criminality is detlned by whether or not an alien has the ICE threat level (convicted 
criminal) or not (non-criminal). ICE threat level is based upon the most serious convicted crimes (except 
overturned convictions) for the alien’s case up until the point of departure. The ICE threat levels reject the 
priorities outlined in Director Motion's June 2010 Memorandum entitled ICE Civil Immigration Enforcement 
Priorities effective October 1, 2010. Since FY 201 1, ICE has defined criminality as whether or not an alien 
has an ICE threat level (convicted criminal) or not (non-criminal immigration violator). For purposes of 
prioritizing the removal of aliens convicted of crimes, ICE personnel refer to the following offense levels; 
Eeve! 1 , Level 2, and Level 3 offenders. Level I offenders are those aliens convicted of “aggravated 
felonies,” as defined in § 101 (a)(43) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, or two or more erime.s each 
punishable by more than I year, commonly referred to as “felonies.” Level 2 offenders are aliens convicted 
of any other felony or three or more crimes each punishable by less than 1 year, commonly referred to as 
“misdemeanors,” Level 3 offenders are aliens convicted of “misdemeanor” crimes punishable by less than 1 
year. 

Fugitives are defined as having case category = 5B, 8E, 81. Reinstatements arc defined as having case 
category 1 6. 

All statistics are pulled based on current program which attributes all cases back to the program of the 
processing officer of the event. However, if current program = OPL, XXX, ZZZ, or null, then event program 
is used. 

The ICE arre.sting agency includes the following ERO and HSI arresting agency programs: 287g program, 
ATDs, ERG criminal alien program, detained case control, detention and deportation, law enforcement area 
response unit, non-detained case control, juvenile, fugitive operations, violent criminal alien section, joint 
criminal alien response team, probation and parole, quick respotise team, user fee investigations, joint 
terrorism task force, non-u.ser fee investigations, HSI criminal arrest only, and intelligence. Non-cletained 
population includes indtviduais for whom removal orders have been issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 

'Fhe average length of .stay represents the average amount of time from initial book in to final book out for an 
alien’s detention stay. 

in support of the U.S. Border Patrol’s Consequence Delivery System, ICE participated in the Alien Transfer 
Exit Program (ATEP) by detaining, transporting, and removing Mexican border crossers. In an effort to 
di.srupt smuggling operations and deter future illegal entry, ICE transported and removed these .suliyects in a 
diflerent area of the country from where they were apprehended by the U.S. Border Patrol. These cases 
required only short-duration detention stays. While ICE continues to participate in ATEP along the 
Texas/Mexico border, ICE scaled back its participation in ATEP in June 2013. 
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Detention Facilities 


Question: Please update and submit for the record the comprehensive list of facilities with which ICE has 
currently active detention contracts. Again include facility name, locatioii/address, date of contract initiation, 
date of last contract expiration or renewal, minimum number of individual to be detained at the location, 
maximum number of detainees to be detained at the location; and contracted per-day cost per detained 
individual. 



ANSWER: 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

975 (GM);Sni.04 
(i-975), $49.36 
{976-1300) 

S119 



VO 

•O 


NO 

oo 


o 

•2 


sno 

W-) 

$98 

'C 

$113.58(1-500), 

$6.62(501-700) 

Capacity' 

o 

o 

“ 

r- 

O 


rn 


200 

300 


o 

o 

'Tl 

128 

200 

238 

200 

OOZ. 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 

975 
















o 

o 

Contract 

renewal 

date 

5/31/2016 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

1/15/2013 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

8/17/2014 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

8/31/2014 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

6/1/2011 

7/1/2009 

3/31/1998 

8/17/2007 

12/31/2001 

■o 

O' 

Os 

r5 

1/31/2001 

4/26/2002 

8/17/2009 

6/24/2009 

4/29/1997 

6/30/1999 

3/23/'2009 

10/9/1996 

9/27/2007 

3/22/2011 

4/22/2009 

AOR 

Los 

Angeles 

BulTalo 

Los 

Angeles 

BulTalo 

Philadelphia 

Seattle 

Phoenix 

Atlanta 

Miami 

New 

Orleans 

Detroit 

Dallas 

New York 
Citv 

Chicago 

Boston 

San 

Antonio 

Miami 

Q 

92301 

1221 1 

10816 

14813 

15219 

99501 


30303 

32063 

36507 

44146 

1 

76021 

760! 

41005 

2747 

78355 

33073 

State 

CA 

NY 

CA 

NY 

< 

Cl. 

AK 

AZ 

GA 


< 

o 

>< 

2 

KY 

< 

X 


U 

Adelanto 

Albany 

Alhambra 

Belmont 

Pittsburgh 

Anchorage 

St Johns 

Atlanta 

Macclennv 

Bav Minette 

1 

Bedford ! Its 

Bedford 

iS 

s 

c 

Burlington 

North 

Dartmouth 

Fall'urrias 

Pompano 

Beach 

Address 

10400 Rancho 

Rd. 

840 Albany 
Shaker Rd. 

2 1 1 S. First St. 

4884 State 

Rle. 19 

950 Second 

Ave. 

1400 E.4th Ave. 

370 South 
Washington St. 

254 Peachtree 

St. Southwest 

! SherilT Office 
Dr. 

200 Hand Ave. 

5661 Perkins 

Rd. 

2121 L Don 
Dodson Dr. 

160 South River 
St. 

3020 Conrad Ln. 

o 

O 

= c£ 

• ? y 

“■ c 

o fc 
O 

'I- w 
1 

90! Countv Rd. 
201 

T3 

t y 

c 

Z X 
o 'i 
o > 
Ov O 

Facility Name 

Adelanto Correctional 
Facility 

Albany County Jail 

Alhambra Citv Jail 

Allegany Countv Jail 

Allegheny County Jail 

; Anchorage Correctional 
Complex 

Apache County Jail 

Atlanta City Detention 
Center 

Baker County Sheriffis 
Office 

Baldwin County 
Correctional Center 

Bedford Heights City 

Jail 

Bedford Municipal 
Detention Center 

Bergen County Jail 

Boone County Jail 

Bristol County 

Detention Center 

Brooks County 

Detention Center 

Broward Transitional 
Center 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

400 (GM); $171.57 
(1-400). $8.32 
(40H) 

$55 

09$ 

$53 

00 

V) 


75 (GM): $72.00(1- 
75), $40.00(76- 
125), $64.27(125+) 


o 

f- 

Vi 

Vi 

SlOl 

50 

Vi 


o 

as 

Vi 


S 

Vi 

Capacity* 

650 

r-- 


75 

001 

40 

•n 

<N 

"n 

50 

•n 

O 

36 

366 

400 

o 

fS 



Guaranteed 

Minimum 

400 


















Contract 

renewal 

date 

9/30/2014 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

4/6/2015 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

9/30/2029 

9/30/2029 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

initiation 

Date 

3/11/2009 

6/4/1998 

4/11/2001 

9/14/2004 

4/17/2009 

3/19/2004 

8/21/2007 

1/3/2008 

3/23/2001 

8/7/1985 

12/7/2004 

1 

10/1/2008 

10/1/2008 

6/29/2007 

3/4/2008 

8/1/2010 

2/21/2003 

4/15/2004 

AOR 

ButTalo 

San 

Antonio 

Chicago 

Detroit 

Atlanta 

Chicago 

Detroit 

Philadelphia 

Saint Paul 

Salt Lake 

City 

Saint Paul 

'c 

% 

Phoeni.x 

1 

Atlanta 

Chicago 

Buffalo 

Detroit 

Chicago 

a 

N 

14020 

78611 

67042 

45011 

28025 

64650 

49014 

1593! 

90 

'Ti 

V"> 

3 

3 

68048 

(N 

rn 

•ri 

90 

85132 

29405 

66845 

14757 

49783 

65721 

State 

> 

Z 

XL 

CO 

= 

1 

MO 

2 

< 

z 

2 

2 

Z 

S 

< 

AZ 

SC 


>- 

Z 

1 

MO 

> 

c 

Batavia 

Burnet 

K1 Dorado 

1 lamilton 

Concord 

Kingston 

Battle Creek 

w 

c 

Cltaska 

Great Falls 

Platlsmouth 

Florence 

Florence 

North 

Charleston 

Cottonwood 

Falls 

Mayville 

Sault Sainte 
Marie 

Ozark 

Address 

4250 Federal Dr. 

Jail 

Administrator 

701 SE Slone 

Rd. 

705 Hanover St. 

30 Corban Ave. 

Se 

280 West Main 

St. 

1 85 East 

Michigan Ave. 

425 Manor Dr. 

600 East Fourth 
St. 

c 

c . 

z 2 

1 1 

336 Main St. 

1 155 North 

Pina! Pkwv. 

1 100 Bowling 

Rd. 

3841 Leeds Ave. 

301 South 

Walnut St. 

15 E. 

Chautauqua St. 

325 Court St. 

1 10 West Elm 

St. 

Facility Name 

Buffalo (Batavia) 

Service Processing 

Center 

Burnet Countv Jail 

Butler CountY Jail 

Butler County Jail 

Cabarrus County Jail 

Caldwell County 
Detention Center 

Calhoun County 
Correctional Center 

Cambria County Jail 

Carver County Jail 

Cascade County Jail 

Cas.s County Jail 

Cca Central Arizona 
Detention Center 

Cca, Florence 
Correctional Center 

Charleston County 
Detention Center 

Chase County 

Detention Facility 

Chautauqua Countv Jail 

Chippewa County Sault 
Sainte Marie 

Christian County Jail 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

$45 

Qtj 

$102 


$43 

$60 

$71 

ao 

C* 

•n 

«n 

oe 

(/i 

o 

cn 

$65 


sO 


$47 

$108 

$139-79(1-350), 
$20.31 (351-525) 

$75 

Capacity' 

o 

ro 

o 


700 

m 



O' 


318 

O 

o 


d 

«o 

o 

d 

450 

432 

265 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 


















o 


Contract 

renewal 

date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

Expired 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

8/10/2016 

9/15/2021 

No end 
date 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

0061/0/1 

3/18/2008 

3/1/1989 

1/0/1900 

9/30/2008 

O' 

O' 

9/24/2007 

3/10/2009 

7/3/2007 

3/31/2010 

vz/mi 

5/16/2007 

12/1/1991 

8/9/2007 

8/21/2007 

6/28/2007 

8/11/2011 

9/29/2006 

4/6/2001 

AOR 

Chicago 

Philadelphia 

Buffalo 

San 

Antonio 

Atlanta 

Phoenix 

Miami 

Seattle 

Denver 

San 

Francisco 

Boston 

Saint Paul 

Salt Lake 

City 

New 

Orleans 

Detroit 

New 

Orleans 

Newark 

Denver 

Chicago 

a 

47834 

17745 

12901 

78380 

30060 

86001 

CM 

•«r 

97051 

o 

CM 

ao 

94806 

CM 

O 

68731 

83605 

37210 

48126 

35968 

7105 

01008 

53039 

State 

Z 

< 

a. 

NY 

X 

< 

N 

< 


OR 

U 

CA 

i 

z 

9 

E 

i 

< 

z 

CO 


U 

Brazil 

Lock Haven 

Plattsburgh 

e 

? 

X 

c 

Marietta 

Flagstaff 

Naples 

Saint Helens 

c 

< 

Richmond 

Portland 

Dakota City 

Caldwell 

Nashville 

Dearborn 

Fort Payne 

Newark 

Aurora 

Juneau 

Address 

611 Bast 

Jackson St. 

419 Shoemaker 
Rd. 

25 McCarthy Dr. 

4909 Farm To 
Market 2826 

1 825 County 
Services Pkwy. 

952 L. Saw Mill 
Rd. 

3301 Tamiami 

Trl, East 

901 PortAve. 

14044 Co Rd. 

G5 

5555 Giant 

Hwy. 

50 County Wav 

1601 Broadway 

St. 

1115 Albany St. 

448 2nd Ave. 

16099 Michigan 
Ave. 

280! Jordan Rd. 

451 Doremus 

Ave. 

■B 

o 

§ ^ 

_ < 

141 North Main 
St. 

Facility Name 

Clay County Jail 

Clinton County 
Correctional Facility 

Clinton County Jail 

Coastal Bend Detention 
Facility 

Cobb County Jail 

Coconino County 
Detention Facility 

Collier County Naples 

Jail Center 

Columbia County Jail 

Conejos County Jail 

Contra Costa County 

Jail West 

Cumberland Countv Jail 

Dakota County Jail 

Dale G. Haile Detention 
Center 

Davidson County 

Sheriff 

Dearborn Police 
Department 

Dekalb County 

Detention Center 

Delaney Hall Detention 
Facility 

Denver Contract 
Detention Facility 

Dodge County Jail 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

$84 

O' 

$56 

$307,48(1-272), 
SO.OO (273+) 


500 (GM); $168.84 
(1-500), $9.87 
(501+) 

o 

•n 

ir7o + 

00 0“ 
^ 

— so 
eo f. 
eo «N w-> 
CM po 

s " S 

'O 

(A 

$70 

$75 

00 

o 

o 


$222.00(1-374), 
$0.00 (375-717) 

$62 

S86 


Capacity' 

o 

300 


512 

150 

o 

«n 


«n 

1,550 


700 

o 

in 

fn 

09 

392 


111 

s 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 




ZLZ 


o 

o 




' 





374 




Contract 

renewal 

date 

No end 
date 

5/14/2018 

Expired 

6/30/2014 

8/26/2018 

6/30/2014 

No end 
date 

9/25/2021 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

10/31/2014 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

2/16/2007 

7/24/2012 

9/14/1990 

6/1/2009 

8/25/2008 

2/25/2009 

12/10/1998 

10/1/2011 

4/1/1990 

vO 

o 

o 

(N 

12/7/2001 

8/11/2011 

o 

3 

$ 

11/17/1989 

11/1/2009 

O' 

O' 

CN 

10/25/2007 

8/1/2007 

AOR 

Saint Paul 

San 

Antonio 

Philadelphia 

c 

na 

li 

5 

s 

> 

1 

Ed Paso 

Chicago 

Newark 

if 

V5 'G 

Phoenix 

Philadelphia 

Newark 

New 

Orleans 

Dallas 

1 

£ 

Atlanta 

Boston 

Baltimore 

a 

68102 

78562 

o 

92243 

80906 

79925 

60120 

7201 

r- 

3 

oe 

90 

16503 

1 

7105 

35901 

76040 

fN 

ro 

lO 

ec 

27101 

1301 

21704 

State 

Z 

TX 

WV 

< 

CO 

X 

d 

z 

C 

N 

< 

PA 

NJ 

< 

X 

N 

< 

tj 

Z 

MA 

MD 

Citv 

Omaha 

La Villa 

Martinsbure 

El Centro 

Colorado 

Spring 

El Paso 

Elgin 

S' 

Mountain 

Home 

_o 

Eric 

Newark 

Gadsden 


Florence 

Winston- 

Salem 

Greenfield 

Frederick 

Add ress 

710 South 17th 

St. 

1330 Hwn'. 107 

h 

1115 North 
Imperial Ave. 

2739 East Las 
Vegas St. 

8915 Montana 
Ave. 

151 Douglas 

Ave. 

c 

«n 

2255 Ei. 8th 

North 

1 s 

>o = 

5 

s 

1618 Ash St. 

324 Doreinus 

Ave. 

> 

< 

1 

r- 

oe 

1 102 W. Euless 
Blvd. 

3250 North 

Pinal Pkwv. 

201 North 

Church St. 

p 

o 

so 

7300 Mareie's 
Choice Ln. 

Facility Name 

Douglas Couiily 
Department Of 
Corrections 

East Hidalgo Detention 
Center 

Eastern Regional Jail 

El Centro Service 
Processing Center 

El Paso County 

Criminal Justice Center 

El Paso Service 
Processing Center 

Edgin Police 

Department 

tJlizabeth Contract 
Detention F’acilitv 

Elmore County Jail 

Eloy Federal Contract 
Facility 

lirie Countv Jail 

Essex Countv Jail 

Etowah Countv Jail 

Euless Citv Jail 

Florence Service 
Processing Center 

Forsyth Countv Jail 

Franklin County House 
Of Corrections 

Frederick County 
Detention Center 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

$77 

$50 


$60 

o 


S 150.00 for UAC, 
S70.00 for Adult 


r- 

Vi 


oc 

V> 

$70 

$72 

$102 

750 (GM);$ 109.24 
(1-750), 
$109.24(750+) 

$70 

Oils 

Capacity* 

08 

20 

20 


oe 

300 

o 


o 

08 

O' 


50 

300 

o 

o 

86 

CM 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 















750 



Contract 

renewal 

date 

3/25/2014 

No end 
date 

12/9/2013 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

Expired 

4/3/2014 

Expired 

No end 
date 

3/31./2015 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

Ov 

o 

o 

(N 

7/17/1998 

1/1/2009 

5/14/2007 

0102/1/1 

5/30/2007 

3/23/1998 

t-- 

O' 

O' 

ri 

6/1/2005 

12/3/2008 

1 1/6/2007 

4/30/2009 

9/15/2008 

9/21/2009 

4/1/2009 

10/2/1995 

4/15/1996 

AOR 

Saint Paul 

y 

> 

E 

Dallas 

Atlanta 

Detroit 

Miami 

Saint Paul 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Saint Paul 

Atlanta 

Saint Paul 

Atlanta 

Salt l.ake 

City 

Houston 

Baltimore 

New York 
City 

o 

s 

56007 

8I2I2 

73075 

28052 

44024 

33471 

58206 

42754 

42754 

68801 

30507 

50627 

28792 

89015 

77032 

20794 

7032 

State 

;z 

s 

CO 

OK 

NC 

C 


CIN 

KY 

KY 

Z 

< 

< 

NC 

AN 


MD 

z 

City 

Albert Lea 

Canon City 

Pauls Valley 

Gastonia 

Chardon 

Moore Haven 

Grand Forks 

Leitchtlcld 

Leitchfield 

Grand island 

Gainesville 

Bldora 

1 

■o 

c 

y 

1 Icnderson 

Houston 

Jessup 

Kearney 

Address 

4 1 1 South 
Broadway Ave. 

100 Justice 

Center Rd. 

201 West Grant 
Ave. 

425 North 

Marietta St. 

12450 Merritt 

Dr. 

1279 Fast S.R. 

78 

1701 Nonh 
Washington St. 

320 Shaw 

Station Rd. 

320 Shaw 

Station Rd. 

110 Public 

Safety Dr. 

1700 Barber Rd. 

1116 14th Ave. 

375 1st Ave. 

East 

1 8 E Basic Rd. 

15850 Export 
Plaza Dr. 

7301 Waterloo 

Rd. 

30-35 

Hackensack 

Ave. 

Facility Name 

Freeborn County Adult 
Detention Center 

Fremont County Jai! 

Garvin County 

Detention Center 

Gaston County Jail 

Geauga County Jai! 

Glades County 

Detention Center 

Grand Forks County 
Correctional Facility 

Grayson County 

Detention Center 

Grayson County Jail 

Hal! County 

Department Of 
Corrections 

Hall County Jail 

Hardin County Jail 

Henderson County 
Detention Facility 

Henderson Detention 
Center 

Houston Contract 
Detention Facility 

Howard County 

Detention Center 

Hudson County Jail 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

$92.97(1-500), 
$18.44 (501-579), 
$17.38(580-667) 

$45 


$100 

00 

sc 

cn 

'Cl 

GM 770, $73,00(1- 
770), $28.38 (771- 
1160) 

$67 

$60 

•c 

480 (GM); $72.32 
(1-480), $62.53 
(481+) 


o 

r-- 

$85 

250 (GM);$356.70 
(1-250), $25.80 
(251+) 


Capacitv' 

cc 

512 

200 




20 

f'j 

o 

o 

303 


608 

09 

- 


•'.O 


Guaranteed 

Minimum 

o 

o 

'f, 







770 




55 




250 


Contract 

renewal 

date 

Expired 

See lasalle 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

7/19/2015 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

7/30/2013 

5/20/2014 

No end 
dale 

12/6/2015 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

9/30/2017 

6/30/2014 

No end 
date 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

8/9/2008 

9/6/2007 

o 

c 

12/17/1998 

7/20/2010 

3/1/2000 

l/23,/2009 

7/24/2007 

7/31/2008 

6/4/2009 

4./6/2000 

I2./7/2010 

3/4/1998 

8/18/2000 

0061/0/1 

8/4/2008 

>,0 

O' 

O' 

*n 

AOR 

Washington 

D.C. 

Atlanta 

San 

Antonio 

Seattle 

Los 

Angeles 

Salt Lake 

City 

Salt Lake 

City 

New 

Orleans 

c 

o 

s 

o 

Dallas 

Seattle 

San 

Antonio 

San 

Antonio 

Chicago 

Detroit 

Miami 

Phoenix 

e 

23901 

31772 

76705 

97501 

92618 

59632 

83442 

71342 

77301 

76031 

97526 

so 

l> 

so 

so 

r- 

53144 

49503 

33194 

85344 

State 

VA 

VO 

TX 

OR 

CA 


Ci 

< 

X 

X 

OR 

X 

TX 

WI 

i 


s: 

< 

CItv 

Farmville 

Ocilla 

Waco 

Medford 

r 

Irvine 

Boulder 

Rigbv 

Jena 

Conroe 

Cleburne 

Grants Pass 

Karnes City 

Karnes City 

Kenosha 

Grand Rapids 

Miami 


Address 

508 Waterworks 
Rd. 

132 Cotton Dr. 

3101 Marlin 

Hwy. 

787 West 8th St. 

13502 Musick 

Rd. 

110 South 
Washington St. 

> 

< 

■2 c 
O 

o 5 

830 Pinehili Rd. 

500 HilbigRd, 

1 800 Ridgemar 
Dr. 

1901 Nonheasi 

F Si. 

o _• 

if D 

810 Commerce 

St. 

> 

< 

90 

SO 

r- 

r- 

701 Ball Ave. 
Northeast 

18201 

Southwest I2th 

St. 

1 109 Arizona 

Ave. 

Facility Name 

Immigration Centers Of 
America Farmville 

Irwin County Detention 
Center 

Jack Harwell Detention 
Center 

Jackson County Jail 

James Musick Facility 

Jefferson County 
Detention Center 

Jefferson County Jail 

Jena/Lasalle Detention 
Facility 

Joe Corley Detention 
Facility 

Johnson County Law 
Hnforcement Center 

Josephine County Jail 

Karne.s County Civil 
Detention Center 

Karnes County 
Correctional Center 

Kenosha County 
Detention Center 

Kent County Jail 

Krome North Service 
Processing Center 

La Paz County Adult 
Detention Facility 



394 


Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

'n 

$62 

09$ 

$55 

o 

•n 

sc 

Vi 

o 

fO 

$65 


o 

V) 

oo 

Vi 

$125 


$45 



50 (GM); $87.00(1- 
50). $25.00(51-72) 


$75 

Capacity' 

o 

100 

400 

28 

o 

•n 

fS 

*o 

•n 



250 

o 


o 

o 

30 

001 

o 

so 

09 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 




















Contract 

renewal 

date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No 

agreement 

Expired 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

6/30/2017 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

6/1/2006 

1/14/2004 

10/30/2002 

10/1/2010 

11/3/1999 

12/13/1999 

4/12/1994 

11/16/1984 

3/1/2007 

5/11/1999 

1 1/3/2003 

6/8./2000 

fO 

o 

o 

fS 

10/1/1993 

11/2/1999 

3/7/2003 

5/13/1997 

7/1/2008 

o 

o 

o 

AOR 

Denver 

San 

Antonio 

San 

Antonio 

Atlanta 

Chicago 

Saint Paul 

New 

Orleans 

Dallas 

Chicago 

Saint Paul 

c 

.1 

O 

Atlanta 

New 

Orleans 

Salt l.ake 

City 

Chicago 

Denver 

Miami 

Detroit 

Philadelphia 

a 

81303 

2: 

o 

78041 

29072 

63379 

52401 

72086 

o 

O' 

46204 

50158 

60098 

CM 

o 

e« 

(N 

00 

83318 

63834 

81625 

33040 

48161 

19403 

State 

CO 

XL 

TX 

SC 

MO 

< 

AR 

fK 

2 

< 


NC 

AR 

9 

MO 

CO 

H! 

MI 

PA 

City 

Durango 

Encinal 

Laredo 

Lexington 

Troy 

Cedar Rapids 

Lonoke 

l.ubbock 

Indianapolis 

Marshalltown 

Woodstock 

• 

Charlotte 

Fexarkana 

Burley 

Charleston 

2 

U 

Key West 

Monroe 

Norristown 

Address 

742 rurner Dr. 

832 East Texas 
State Uwv- 44 

4702 East 
Saunders St. 

521 Gibson Rd. 

65 Business 

Park Dr. 

53 3rd Ave. 

Bridge 

204 W. Front St. 

81 1 Main Si. 

40 South 

Alabama St. 

2369 Jc.ssup 

Ave. 

2200 North 
Seminary Ave. 

5234 Speclor 

Dr, 

2300 East St. 

1415 Albion 

Ave. 

200 West 
Commercial St. 

n 

800 West 1st St. 

5501 College 

Rd. 

7000 East 

Dunbar Rd. 

_5 

is 

Facility Name 

La Plata County Jail 

La Salle County 

Regional Detention 
Center 

Laredo Processing 

Center 

Lexington County jail 

Lincoln County 

Detention Center 

Linn County Jail 

Lonoke Police 
Department 

Lubbock County 
Detention Center 

Marion County Jail 

Marshall Countv Jail 

Mchenry County 
Correctional Facility 

Mecklenburg County 
Detention Center North 

Miller Countv Jail 

Minicassia Detention 
Center 

Mississippi County 
Detention Center 

MolTat Countv Jail 

Monroe County 

Detention Center 

Monroe County 
Detention-Dorm 

Montgomery Counly 
Correctional Facility 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

o 

S65 


$75 

$59 

o 

06$ 

O' 

« 

'O 

O 

•ri 

fee 

$104.92 (1-1181), 
$64.35 (1 181-1575) 

o 

«o 

fel^ 

oo 

oo 

fee 

$134 

$103 

fe^ 

$75 

$55 

Capacity* 

o 


o 



"" 

o 

o 

O' 


1.579 


so 



880 

225 


o 

r'l 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 











30 









Contract 

renewai 

date 

o 

So 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

Kxpired 

10/23/2014 

No end 
date 

7/19/2015 

No end 
date 

8/12/2015 

o 

o 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

9/25/2007 

7/18/2003 

8/17/2009 

10/17/2007 

4/14/1999 

1/0/1900 

3/11/2002 

3/1/2001 

1 1/24/1999 

0661/H/6 

10/24/2009 

7/20/1984 

7/20/2010 

o 

o 

fN 

pi 

5/24/2009 

binilQOH 

10/11/2001 

'sO 

O' 

O' 

5/16/2002 

AOR 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Detroit 

Denver 

Phoenix 

Atlanta 

Saint Paul 

Boston 

Seattle 

Philadelphia 

Seattle 

BufTaio 

Los 

Angeles 

Miami 

New York 
City 

E! Paso 

Denver 

Saint Paul 

Saint Paul 

fi 

63361 

65084 

43338 

82601 

86025 

28429 

56187 

2026 

97058 

26041 

98421 

14424 

92703 

32839 

10924 

8S0SI 

80440 

5770! 

68949 

State 

MO 

O 

2 

o 

WY 

N 

< 

NC 

MN 

MA 


WV 

WA 

NY 

CA 

u. 

AN 

VMM 

CO 

SO 

z 

City 

S' 

s 

a 

1 £ 
S 0 

Versailles 

Mount Gilead 

Casper 

Holbrook 

Castle Mayne 

Worthington 

Dedham 

The Dalles 

Moundsville 

Tacoma 

Canandaigua 

Sanla Ana 

Orlando 

Goshen 

2 

u 

Fairplav 

Rapid City 

Holdrege 

Address 

2 1 1 Bast Third 

St. 

— ^ 

M § 

~ B 

T3 

ce 

g 

_o 

1 100 Bruce Ln. 

100 Hast Carter 
Dr. 

3950 Juvenile 

Rd. 

1530 Airport 

Rd. 

200 West St. 

2 1 1 Webber Rd. 

Rd. 2 

SO 

3045 County 
Complex Dr. 

550 North 

Flower St. 

38o5 South John 
Young Pkwy. 

1 10 Wells Farm 
Rd. 

26 McGregor 
Range Rd. 

1 1 80 County 

Rd. 16 

307 Saint Joseph 
St. 

715 5th Ave. 

Facility Name 

Montgomery County 

Jail 

Morgan County Adult 
Detention Center 

Morrow County 
Correctional Facility 

Natrona County Jail 

Navaio County Sheriff 

New Hanover County 

Jail 

Nobles County Jail 

Norfolk County Jail 

Northern Oregon 
Correctional Facility 

Northern Regional Jail 

Northwe.sl Detention 
Center 

Ontario Countv Jail 

Orange County Intake 
Release Facility 

Orange County Jail 

Orange County Jail 

Otero County 

Processing Center 

Park County Jail 

Pennington County Jail 

Phelps County Jail 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

S82 

$60 

S80 


$94 

9' 

f/i 

$95 

r- 

a? 

S203.5I (1-500), 
$0.00(501+) 

O' 

r- 


O' 

08$ 

$65 

o 

■vO 

6*5 

S50 

275 (GM); $27.00 
(1-275), $27.00 
(276-672) 

$45 

Capacity' 

200 

606 



340 

650 

09 

9- 

L200 

o 

rr 

25 

09 

40 

O' 

(N 

o 

672 


Guaranteed 

iVlinimum 









L200 
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Contract 

renewal 

date 

11/8/2016 

8/21/2026 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

9/21/2018 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

4/30/2015 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

9/30/2009 

9/30/2028 

No end 
date 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

oe 

o 

o 

c 

12/7/2006 

3/3 1/2009 

12/4/2007 

9/22/2008 

7/25/2007 

7/25/2007 

10/31-^2002 

7/10/2008 

p- 

O' 

O' 

40 

7/27/1983 

8/1/1982 

2/10/1986 

I 

fN 

p; 

O' 

00 

O' 

r- 

8 

-t 

4/13/1983 

AOR 

•o 

— 

'£ 

a. 

Phoenix 

Miami 

Denver 

Boston 

Houston 

Saint Paul 

Los 

Angeles 

San 

Anionio 

Saint Paul 

Washington 

D.C. 

> 

1 

d. 

_e 

Dallas 

Washington 

DC. 

Chicago 

San 

Antonio 

Chicago 

Q. 

N 

18428 

85132 

33762 

82201 

2360 

77351 

50313 

91766 

78566 

o 

20110 

81003 

55101 

79118 

22554 

67554 

78046 

o 

fS 

State 

PA 

N 

< 


WY 

MA 

TX 

< 

CA 

X 

< 

< 

> 

CO 

Z 

XX 

VA 

KS 

TX 

“ 

City 

Lords Valiev 

Florcrice 

Clearwater 

•a 

1 

Plymouth 

c 

w 

c 

Des Moines 

o 

E 

c 

Council Bluffs 

Manassas 

Pueblo 

St. Paul 

Amarillo 

SlalTord 

1 

Laredo 

Rock island 

Address 

175 Pike County 
Divd, 

971 N. Jason 
Lopez Cir. 

14400 49th St. 
North 

850 Maple St. 

26 Long Pond 

Rd. 

3400 Farm To 
Market 350 

South 

CU 

O 

z 

<?■ 

490 West 

Mission Blvd. 

27991 Buena 

Vista Blvd. 

1400 Big Lake 

Rd. 

. 

< 

o 

fM 

O' 

909 Court St. 

425 Grove St. 

9 100 South 
Georgia St. 

1745 JetTerson 
Davis Mwv'. 

1482 West 

United Stales 
Hwy, 56 

1001 San Rio 
Blvd. 

"H 

o- 

r*) 

Facility Name 

Pike County 

Correctional Facility 

Pinal County Jail 

Pinellas County Jail 

3 

O 

u 

aZ 

Plymouth County 
Correctional Facility 

Polk County Adult 
Detention Facility 

Polk County Jail 

Pomona City Jail 

Port Isabel 

Pottawattamie County 

Jail 

Prince William County 
Correctional Facility 

Pueblo County Jail 

Ramsey County Adult 
Detention Center 

Randall County Jail 

Rappahannock Regional 
Jail 

Rice County Detention 
Center 

Rio Grande Detention 
Center 

Rock Island County 
Correctional Center 
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Per Diem Rafe 
Detailed 

69$ 

001$ 

$82 


o' 

<N 
oe ^ 


(A 

<N 

eo 

lA 

iA 

$53 

$58 

<A 

o 

00 

fA 

$56 

$53 

o i 

^ V 

O' 
O •5- 

•C o/ 

sO <A 
SO 

A 

$62 

Capacity' 



fN 

28 

700 

59 

O 

SO 

rj 

VI 

20 

80 

20 

150 


700 

1,890 

2,001 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 





009 











o 


Contract 

renewal 

date 

2/23/2019 

No end 
date 

1 1/30/2017 

No end 
date 

6/30/2020 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

5/31/2013 

6/2/2015 

11/30/2016 

No end 
dale 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

initiation 

Date 

(N 

O 

O 

1/0/1900 

8/31/2009 

9/20/2010 

7/1/2005 

3/26/2007 

sC 

00 

O' 

00 

7/3/2006 

9/1/1990 

5/17/2001 

9/28/2007 

o 

O' 

o 

6/5/1997 

4/1 1/1996 

1/16/1997 

1 

1/30/2004 

6/30/2006 

AOR 

Dallas 

San 

Francisco 

Detroit 

New 

Orleans 

San Diego 

Phoenix 

Chicago 

Los 

Angeles 

Phoenix 

New 

Orleans 

Detroit 

Chicago 

Saint Paul 

Philadelphia 

New 

Orleans 

San 

Antonio 

Atlanta 

Zip 

79521 

95757 

48060 

70433 

92143 

85349 

o 

'O 

92701 

85621 

72901 

44883 

66607 

55330 

25309 

70515 

78061 

31815 

State 

XX 

CA 

2 

< 

CA 

AZ 


CA 

AZ 

a. 

< 

= 

KS 

Z 

s 

> 

LA 


GA 

City 

Haskell 

HIk Grove 

Port Huron 

Covington 

San Diego 

San Luis 

Springfield 

Santa Ana 

Nogales 

Fort Smith 

Tiffin 

Topeka 

Hlk River 

Charleston 

Basile 

IX. 

Lumpkin 

Address 

1 1 8 County Rd. 
206 

2 

! 170 Michigan 
Rd. 

701 North 
Columbia St. 

446 Alta Rd. 

406 North Ave. 

D 

1 Sheriffs PIz. 

62 Civic Center 
Plz. 

1250 North 
Hohokam Dr. 

801 South A St. 

3040 South 

Stale Hwy. 100 

501 Southeast 

8th Ave. 

13880 United 
States Hwy. 10 

1001 Centre 

Way 

3843 Stagg Ave. 

566 Veterans 

Dr. 

146 Cca Rd. 

Facility Name 

Rolling Plains 

Detention Center 

Sacramento County Jail 
-Rio Cosutnnes 
Correctional Center 

Saint Clair County Jail 

Saint Tammany Parish 

Jail 

San Diego Contract 
Detention Facility- 
Corrections Corporation 
of America 

San Luis Regional 
Detention Center 

Sangamon Countv Jail 

Santa Ana City Jail 

Santa Cruz County Jail 

Sebastian County 
Detention Center 

Seneca County Jail 

Shawnee County 
Department Of 
Corrections 

Sherburne County jail 

South Central Regional 
Jail 

South Louisiana 

Detention Center 

South Texas Detention 
Complex 

Stewart Detention 

Center 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 

oo 

V? 

$90 


09S 

$47 

SI 18 

>0 

r' 

Vi 

«o 

Vi 

o 

«r» 

Vi 

$72 

S56 

$64 

o 

as 

Vi 

00 

Vi 

$109 


$64 

$100 

Capacity' 

fM 

245 

30 

40 

250 

501 

240 

190 


250 

162 

■£/ 

o 

'O 

86 

o 

270 

o 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 



















Contract 

renewal 

date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
dale 

2/28/2015 

7/19/2015 

No end 
date 

n 

o 

rv| 

os 

No end 
dale 

2/28/2015 

No end 
date 

Expired 

7/8/2015 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

2/4/2030 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

6/27/2008 

7/16/2003 

IO/I/2006 

10/5/2000 

2/20/2009 

7/20/2010 

4/14/1999 

9/19/2007 

o 

O’ 

Cs 

3/26/2010 

10/8/1997 

9/22/2008 

>.0 

O' 

O' 

4/1/1999 

11/1/1996 

1 

5/30/1995 

11/2/1999 

fN 

O 

o 

fsi 

AOR 

Boston 

Boston 

Denver 

Denver 

New 

Orleans 

Los 

Angeles 

Chicago 

Dallas 

Seattle 

Salt Lake 

Citv 

San 

Antonio 

Atlanta 

Miami 

Salt l.ake 

Citv 

Salt Lake 

City 

Buffalo 

E! Paso 

New' 

Orleans 

et 

3820 

00 

82901 

00 

o 

oo 

71375 

92868 

62992 

74103 

97801 

84660 

78840 

27601 

32327 

84737 

89512 

14489 

79851 

38049 

State 

Z 

MA 

WY 

CO 

< 

CA 

=; 


OR 


X 

NC 

IT. 

UT 

> 

Z 

> 

Z 

TX 

TN 

City 

Dover 

Boston 

RtKk Springs 

Divide 

Waterproof 

Orange 

Ullin 

Tulsa 

Pendleton 

Spanish Fork 

Del Rio 

Raleigh 

Crawfordville 

Hurricane 

Reno 

s 

Sierra Blanca 

Mason 

Address 

266 County 

Farm Rd. 

20 Bradston St. 

50140 United 
Stales Hwy. 191 
South 

288 Weaverville 
Rd. 

1 

c 

so 

501 The City 

Dr. South 

1 026 Shawnee 
College Rd. 

300 North 

Denver Ave. 

4700 Northwest 
Pioneer Place 

3075 North 

Main St. 

253 Farm To 
Market 2523 

330 vSouth 
Salisbury St. 

15 Oak St. 

750 South 5400 
West 

911 ParrBlvd. 

7368 Slate 

Route 31 

401 S. Vaquero 
Ave. 

6299 Finde 
NaifehDr. 

Facility Name 

Strafford County 
Corrections 

SuFfoik County House 
of Corrections 

Sweetwater County Jail 

Teller County Jail 

Tensas Parish Detention 
Center 

y 

ca 

O 

f“ 

Tri-Counly Jail 

Tulsa County Jail 

1 

Umatilla County Jail 

Utah Countv Jail 

Val Verde Correctional 
Facility 

Wake County Sheriff 
Department 

Wakulla Counlv Jail 

Washington County Jail 
(Purgatory Correctional 
Facility) 

Washoe County Jail 

Wayne County Jail 

West Texas Detention 
Facility 

^ Western Tennessee 
: Detention racilily 
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Per Diem Rate 
Detailed 


$87 

$85 

09$ 


$83 

Vi 

Capacity’ 

TT 

200 

— 

o 

o 

o 

o 

OO 

212 

Guaranteed 

Minimum 








Contract 

renewal 

date 

Expired 

9/8/2013 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

No end 
date 

9/28/2016 

1 

12/14/2018 

Best 

Known 

Contract 

Initiation 

Date 

9/25/2009 

9/9/2008 

>9 

O' 

5/21/2001 

3/5/1998 

4/23/2003 

12/15/2008 

AOR 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Seattle 

Phoenix 

Atlanta 

Philadelphia 

San 

Francisco 

a 

30720 

21863 

98901 

86322 

29745 

17402 

95901 

State 

VO 

MD 

WA 

AZ 

1 

SC 

PA 

CA 

City 

Dalton 

Snow Hill 

Yakima 

Camp Verde 

York 

York 

Marysville 

Address 

805 Professional 
Blvd 

5022 Jovner Rd. 

1 1 1 North Front 
St. 

3505 We.st State 
Hwy. 260 

1675-3aYork 

Hwv. 

340! Concord 

Rd. 

2 15 5th St. 

Facility Name 

Whitfield County Jail 

Worcester Countv Jail 

Yakima County 
Department Of 
Corrections 

Yavapai County 

Detention Center 

York County Detention 
Center 

York County Prison 

Yuba County Jail 
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Alternatives to Detention 


Question: How many illegal aliens are currently in the Alternatives to Detention (ATD) program? How many 
of these individuals are criminal aliens, fugitives, re-entrants, or recent border crossers? Of the criminal aliens, 
what percentage are Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3? Please provide a breakdown for each category requested and 
include a breakdown of Mexicans and OTMs. 

ANSWER: 


ATD Population, Fiscal Year 2014 Year-to-Datc, April 10, 2014 



Total 

Mexico 

Other Than Mexico 
(OTM) 

Participants 

21,709 

12.078 

9,631 

Percent 

iOO 

56 

44 


ATD Participants by Criminality 


ICE Threat Level' 

Total 

Percent 

Mexico 

Percent 

OTM 

Percent 

RC Level 1 

2,5!3 

23 

I,!08 , 

16 

1,405 

35 

RC Level 2 

3,333 

30 

2,385 1 

34 ^ 

948 

23 

RC Level 3 

5,233 : 

47 

3.511 

50 

1,722 

42 

Criminal Total 

1 1,079 

100 i 

7,004 

100 

4,075 

100 


ATD Paiticipants by Priority 


Category 

Total 

Percent 

Mexico 

Percent 

OTM 

Percent 

Criminals 

11,079 

51.0 

7,004 

58.0 

4,075 

42.3 

Fugitives 

63 

0.3 

15 

O.I 

48 

0.5 

Re-entrants 



44 

0.4 

24 


Recent Border Crossers 

2,320 

ioj^ 

1,523 

12.6 

797 

8.3 

Other Priorities 

5,864 


2492 

20.6 

3,372 


Other 

2,249 

10.4 

960 

8.0 

1,289 


No Data on Participants 

66 

0.3 

41 

0.3 

25 

0.3 

Total 

21,709 

100.0 

12,079 

100.0 

9,630 

100.0 


Based upon criminality. 
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Notes: 

Priorities are calculated using a filter down approach and categories are not mutually exclusive. For 
example: A criminal ATD participant may also have Immigration and Nationality Act charges or a final 
order, but because of the filter down approach, the participant will only be counted once in the criminal 
category (and not designated in any categories below criminal). 

• 21,709 Alien numbers were in the dataset, only 21,643 returned (99.7 percent). When queried for 
criminality, IIDS did not return criminal information on 66 records. This suggests data entry errors or 
lack of data entr>\ 

• Inputs; active population as of April 10, 2014, from Behavioral Intervention Inc.'s population reports 
April 11,2014. 

• Criminal data extracted from IIDS April 14, 2014, EID as of April 12, 2014. 

• Fugitives are defined as participants with a case category of [5B] Removable - ICE Fugitive, 

[8E] Inadmissible — ICE Fugitive, or [81] Inadmissible — ICE Fugitive — Expedited Removal. 

• Re-entrants are defined as participants with a case category of 16. 

• Recent border crossers are defined as participants apprehended by Border Patrol. 

• ATD also tracks other priority participants who are defined as participants with a final order, 
recommended supervision, or have pending criminal charges. 

• Case Categories include the following designations. All categorical designations extracted from April 
1 4, 20 i 4, BID as of April i 2, 20 ! 4. 

• All participants in the ATD program have been determined to be eligible for release but require 
supplemental release conditions regardless of criminal convictions. 


Fugitive, Re-entrants, or Other Priority Case Category Breakdown 


Case Category 

Case Category Description 

8F 

Expedited Removal 

8G 

Expedited Removal — Credible Fear Referral 

8H 

Expedited Removal — Status Claim Referral 

81 

Expedited Removal — Absconder 

3 

Administratively Final Order 

10 

Visa Waiver Deportation/Removal 

11 

Administrative Deportation/Removal 

12 

Judicial Deportation/Removal 

16 

Reinstated Final Order 


Excludable/fnadmissible — Administrative Final Order Issued 


Excludable/lnadmissible — Absconder 


Que,stion: For FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014 year-to-date, please provide the final case dispositions (e.g., 
removed, returned, granted voluntary departure, and/or granted another form of relief) of participants in the 
ATD program and include a breakdown of Mexicans and OTMs. 

ANSWER: 


Fiscal Year 2012 Removals 

Total 

Percent 

Mexico 

Percent 

Other than Mexico 

Percent 

Removed 

1,412 

39.1 

431 

30.2 

981 

44.9 

Voluntary Departure 

1,414 

39.1 

776 

54.3 

638 

29.2 

Returned 

6 

0.2 

5 

0.3 

1 

<0. ! 
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Fiscal Year 2012 Removals 

Total 

Percent 

Mexico 

Percent 

Other than Mexico 

Percent 

Relief/Benefit Granted 

773 

21.4 

216 

\5A 

557 

25.5 

Otiier 

9 

0.2 

i . 

0.1 

8 

0.4 

Grand Total 

3,6i4 


1,429 i 


2,185 



Fiscal Year 2013 Removals 

Total 

Percent 

Mexico 

Percent 

Other than Mexico 

Percent 

Removed 

1,759 

45.7 

613 

37.3 

1,146 

52.1 

Voluntary Departure 

1,134 

29.5 

736 

44.9 

398 

18.1 

Returned 

2 

0.1 

1 

0.1 

1 

<0.1 

Relief/Benefu Granted 

942 

24.5 

290 

17.6 

652 

29.6 

Other 

6 

0.2 

2 

0.1 

4 

0.2 

Grand Total 

3,843 


1,642 


2,201 



Fiscal Year 2014 through March Removals 

Total 

Percent 

Mexico 

Percent 

Other than Mexico 

Percent 

Removed 

587 

45.6 

217 

36.6 

370 

53-2 

Voluntary Departure 

337 

26.2 

212 

35.8 

125 

18.0 

Returned 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

Relief/Benefit Granted 

363 

28.2 

163 

27.5 

200 

28.8 

Other 

i 

0.1 

1 

0.2 

0 

0.0 

Grand Total 

1,288 


593 


695 



Notes: 

• Removal, volimlary departure, return, and other final case dispositions are based on the case status 
code of departures provided by the ICE statistical tracking unit. Case status code breakdown is as 
follows: 

o 0 - Withdrawal Permitted - Form T-275, Withdrawal of Application for Admission, iSvSued 
o 3 - Voluntary Departure Confirmed 
o 6 - Deported/Removed - Dcportability 
o 8 - Excluded/Removed - Inadmissibility 
o 9 - Voluntary Removal Witnessed 

o X - Section 250 of the Immigration and Nationality Act Removal 

• Relief/Benefits gi'anted counts are based on ATD termination code of B — “Relief/Benefit granted” 
from Behavioral Interventions, Jnc., weekly population reports. 

• “Other” category is defined as case status codes “0” and “X.” 

• In order for an ATD participant to be statistically counted (as removed, voluntarily depaited, or 
returned) the participant had to have been enrolled in ATD for at least one day and subsequently 
closed out with a case status code of 0, 3, 6, 8, 9, or X within the same Fiscal Year as ATD 
participation. 

• These numbers reflect the final case disposition of anyone that participated in the ATD program 
before (but not necessarily directly before) being closed out with a case status code. The ATD 
participation and subsequent case close had to occur within the same fiscal year. Other forms of 

monitoring/detention/reporting could have taken place before or following the ATD participation. 


Question: What is the average length of time an illegal alien remains on ATD while waiting for legal 
proceedings? How does this length of time affect ATD costs? When comparing ATD costs against the fully- 
burdened bed rate for detention, at what point is ATD no longer a “cost effective” option? 
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ANSWER: The information tracked by ICE regarding the average length of time that an individual participates 
in an ATD does not distinguish between people who are in proceedings and those who already have a final 
order of removal. Rather, the AID program only tracks the amount of time a participant is assigned to 
monitoring. Those “Average Length in Program” calculations are generated by reference to one’s enrollment 
date and his or her related termination date in the program, once ICE has determined that monitoring is no 
longer required for the individual. This is, in part, because ATD participants can be enrolled into one of the 
programs at any possible stage in the removal process, whether it is at the beginning of removal proceedings, 
when the participant is awaiting his or her first master calendar hearing or when an individual, who already has 
a final order of removal, is simply pending departure verification. 

With an average bed per day rate of approximately $l 19.00 and an average length of stay in custody of 3 1 . 1 
days, on average it costs ICE $3,700.90 to detain an alien. The average cost per participant under the Intensive 
Supervision Appearance Program I! contract is $4.48 per day. 'Phis translates into 826 days of ATD 
monitoring, (consecutive or non-consecutive, depending on the case), before the cost benefit is negated 
compared to that of detention. 

Question: Of the individuals in ATD, how many participate in the full-service monitoring program and in the 
electronic monitoring program? Who oversees the full-service program and the electronic monitoring program? 

ANSWER: Under full-service supervision, a participant is referred to a contractor’s case specialist who 
conducts case management, electronic monitoring, and offers support services. Under technology-only 
monitoring, ICE officers directly supervise the participant using contractor-provided software and equipment. 

Alternatives To Detention Population Fiscal Year 14 Snapshot 


Full Service 

11,664 

Technology Only 

10,24S 

Total 

21,912 


The.se data are from Behavioral Interventions Inc.’s daily population report. May 27, 2014. The data provided 
are as of May 27, 2014 

Question: What are the compliance rates for each program? How many alien.s showed up for their court dates 
and how many showed up to be removed after receiving a final order of removal? 


ANSWER: 


Compliance Rates by Fiscal Year 



FY 2014 through March 

FY 2013 

FY 20U 

FS 

TO 

Total 

FS 

TO 

Total 

FS 

30 

Total 

Success Rate 

92,9% 

85.3% 

90.5% 

93.5% 

89.5% 

92.3% 

93.0% 

88.0% 

91,5% 

Failure Rate 

7.i% 

14.7% 

9.5% 

6.5% 

10.5% 

7.7% 

7.0% 

12,0% 

8,5% 
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Court Appearance Rates by Fiscal Year 



FY 2014 through March 

FY 2013 

FY 2012 

Court Appearance Stats 

FS 

FS 

FS 

EOIR Attendance Rales 

99.4% 

99,6% 

99.6% 

EOIR Non Attendance Rate 

0.6% 

0.4% 

0.4% 

# of Attended 

6.757 

17,822 

16,043 

# of Scheduled 

6.795 

17.897 

16,101 

EOIR Final Hearina Attendance Rates 

94.3% 

96.7% 

97,6% 

EOIR Pina! Hearing Non Attendance 

Rates 

5.7% 

3,3% 

2 . 4 % 

# of Attended 

626 

2,185 

2.353 

# of Scheduled 

664 

2.260 

2.411 


ATD Removals by Type and Fiscal Year 



FY 2014 Through March 

FY 2013 

FY 2012 

Removed 

587 

1,759 

1,412 

Voluntary Departure 

337 

1,134 

1,414 

Returned 

0 

2 

6 

Other 

! 

6 

9 

Total 

925 

2,901 

2,841 


Data Notes: 


• Compliance Rates are defined as the following - 

o Success Rate: The percent of participants who were terminated from ATD and were compliant 
during their time in ATD. 

o Failure Rate (Absconder & Violator Rate); The percent of participants who were terminated 
from ATD due to violating/failing to comply with program policies or absconding from tbe 
program. 

• Court Data only tracked for FS participants. Data from BI. 

• Removal. Voluntary Departure, Return, and Other final case dispositions is based on the case status code 
of departures provided by the ICE Statistical Tracking Unit. Case Status Code breakdown is as follows: 

o 0 - Withdrawal Permitted - 1-275 Issued 
o 3 - Voluntary Departure Confirmed 
o 6 - Deported/Removed - Deportability 
o 8 - Exciuded/Removed - Inadmissibility 
o 9 - Voluntary Removal Witnessed 
o X - Section 250 Removal 


Non-Petained Docket 


Question: For FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014 year-to-date, please provide a breakdown of individuals on the 
non-detained docket by fonns of supervision and conditions of release, including bond, ICE supervision, orders 
of recognizance, or combination. Please include a breakdown of Mexicans and OTMs for each category. For 
the same time period, please provide a breakdown of those individuals on the non-detained docket enrolled in 
the ATD program by type of ATD. 
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ANSWER; 

Fiscal Years 2012-2014 Year-to-I)ate Snapshots of the ICE Non-Oetained Population 


ICE Non-Detained 
Population Classification 

FY2012 Ycar-end 
Snapshot 

FY2013 Year-end 
Snapshot 

FY 2014 as of 
03/29/2014 
Snapshot 

Immigration Fugitives 

469,335 

469,360 

470,898 

Remaining ICE Non-Detained 

1,212,527 

1,312,008 

1,370,912 

Total 

1,681,862 

1,781,368 

1,841,810 


Notes: 

FYs 2012 and 2013 data represent snapshots of the non-detained population at fiscal year-end and are historical 
and remain static. FY 2014 data are updated through March 29, 2014 (IIDS v 1.1 6 run date of March 3 1, 2014, 
EID as of March 29, 2014). Non detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been 
issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 


Immigration Fugitives ai'e defined as aliens with an active case and one of the following case categories; 
[5B] Removable — ICE Fugitive, [8E] Inadmissible — ICE Fugitive, and [81] Inadmissible — ICE Fugitive — 
Expedited Removal. 
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Fiscal Year 2012 Year-End Snapshot of Non-Detained Population 
Excluding Immigration Fugitix'es 


Hi K*-i«on 

Or nl 
Mtoujui 

^fdlag n. 4 

Oihei Ihaji Ml i. 

lK\ 

AID - Altsimth'es to Detention 

l,7» 


±3m 

.Bonded Out 

78,023 

93,753 

17U76 

Order of Recognisance 


5.5360 

77,4S9 

Order of Swef^dsion 


53.310 

54476 

Office of Reffigee ReseMeraent 

284 

037 

■ 

Paroled 

1^ 

27,058 

2E,264 

Proceedings Termarated 

254 

t.m 

i.322 

Prosecutoii^ IXscretion 

153 

m 

339 

AH Other Release Reasons 

I?J§1 

llMl 

29,432 

,No Detention ffistory 

242^^ 

599,639 

S4I,92S 

Total 


845,643 

12213,52? 


Releur Kmsok 

Mnlean 

PcwAitaFiMl Older 
Other ThmMiiiiaH 

"rJlJVtildrnii}D 

AID - Alternatives to Detention 

IJU 

1,264 

2,97§ 

Bonded Out 

U212 

66.737 

140,949 

Order of Reco^azaacs 

2(U42 

39,979 

60,521 

Order of Supenision 

1-673 

6.978 

S,.65t 

Office of Refugee Resetfletnent 

270 

i,?S3 

2,053 

Paroled 

1.047 

11,903 

12,950 

Pfoceedines Terminated 

299 

574 

7S3 

ftosecutonal Dtsc^tion 

133 

59 

191 

AU Other Release Reasons 

8,050 

5,080 

i3.130 

-No .Detention Historv' 

170,487 

423,976 

594,463 

Total 

2T8436 

558333 

836.669 


RdaJcXnni 

PoatFimk Order 

WT- Mancaa 



AID - Alternatives to Detention 

85 

317 

402 

Bonde d Out 

3.8U 

27,016 

30.827 

Ch'tder of RecoanisatKe 

1.-38? 

15,381 

16,968 

■Order of Stmervision 

1:293 

46,532 

47.825 

Office of Refiagee Sesetdement 

14 

54 

68 



15.155 

15,314 

Proceedings Tenninated 

45 

494 

5.39 

Prosecutorial Discietion 

21 

127 

148 

All Other Release Reasons 

9,731 

6,571 

16.302 

No Detention 

71,802 

175.663 

247,463 


^,548 

2S7310 

375.858 


Notes: 

Data are historical and remains static. IIDS, EID as of October 5, 2012. 

“All Other Release Rea.sons’’ include those cases in which tire alien may have been removed or departed the 
United States but whose case has not yet been closed in ICE’s case management system. This category may 
also contain miscellaneous release reasons such as “Processing Disposition Changed Locally,” which could he 
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used as a release as a “catch-all” category. Non-detained population includes individuals for whom removal 
orders have been issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 

Fiscal Year 2013 Year-End Snapshot Non-Detained Population 
Excluding Immigration Fugitives 


« . 

OtorafitTcndiae '’FcidiiialOinrr 

1 

' BieadcM 

Othrr fiiiii 



4^31 

'3..m 

N535 

w^^^^SSSSSSSSSSI^S 


lOiMl 

189-829 


2t,m 

ujm 

113764 

Order of Supemsion 

3:736 

6vm 

65.M6 

C^ce of Refugee Resettlement 

277 

i394 

4.271 

Paroled 

1^-7 

30.306 

32,233 

Ptoceedmgs Temunated 

m 

i.059 

i,33l 

Pros ecutoiial Discretion 


417 

904 

.\]1 Other Release Reasons 

i5,S63 

H374 

27.23? 

■ No Detention iSstor^' 

2^,592 

603J26 

S70JIS 



903^61 

1412,00® 



.'s’r _ 



T«t«[ Pendwe FO 


HMHIliB!! 

2,351 

6,'63 

Bonded Out 

80-649 

73.566 

156015 

Order of Reco.graaaace 

2638 

66,782 

93,580 

Order of SupetMsioa 

1,938 

9,398 

11536 

Office of Refugee Resettlement 

251 

3.830 

4,081 

Paroled 

1730 



Proceedings Terminated 

22? 

543 


Bro s ecutorial Dis cretion 

442 

193 


All Other Release Reasons 

7018 

5,182 

5.2,420 

:No Detention Historv' 

191413 

426378 

617J91 

Total 

314.700 

605,424 

920.124 





E2^5!i! 


AID - Alteinaa^’es to Detention 

237 

733 

970 

Bonded Out 

5.0S9 

2S.52.5 

33,614 

Order of Recognizance 


17,598 

19,684 

Order of Supervision 

179.8 

51932 

33.730 

(Mfice ofRefuaee Resettieraent 

26 

164 

190 

Paroled 

19? 

15405 

15-502 

Proceedinas Terminated 

65 

516 

58.1 

Prosecutorial Discretion 

45 

224 

im 

.\]1 Other Release Reasons 

S.623 

6.192 

mu 

No Detention Histor,' 

75479 

177,348 


Total 

t3447 


39i,SS4 


Notes: 


Data are historical and remains static. Data are historical and remains static. IIDS, EID as of October 4, 201 3. 
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''Ali Other Release Reasons'' include those cases in which the alien may have been removed or departed the 
United Stales but whose case has not yet been closed in ICE's case management system. This category may 
also contain miscellaneous release reasons such as “Processing Disposition Changed Locally," which could be 
used as a release as a “catch-all'' category. Non-detained population includes individuals for w'hom removal 
orders have been issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 

Fiscal Year 2014 Year-to-Date Snapshot as ol' March 29, 2014, 

Non-Detained Population Excluding Immigration Fugitives 
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FY 2014 data are updated through March 29, 2014(1108 vl.l6 run date of March 3 1, 2014; EID as of 
March 29, 2014). 

“Ai! Other Release Reasons” include those cases in which the alien may have been removed or departed the 
United States but whose case has not yet been closed in ICE’s case management system. This category may 
also contain miscellaneous release reasons such as “Processing Disposition Changed Locally,” which could be 
used as a release as a “catch-all” category. 

Alternative to Detention Enrollments by 
Type and Fiscal Year: Total, Mexican, and Other than Mexican 



Fiscal Year 2014 
through March 

Fiscal Year 2013 

Fiscal Year 2012 

FS 

TO 

Total 

FS 

TO 

Total 

FS 

TO 

Total 

Mexican 

3,022 

806 

3,828 

9,333 

3,415 

12,748 

5,611 

2,790 

8,401 

Other Than Mexican 

2,^"" 

772 

3,675 

8,724 

2,482 

11,206 

5,553 

3,140 

8,693 

Total 

5,925 

1,578 

7,503 

18,057 

5,897 

23,954 

11,164 

5,930 

17,094 


Alternatives to Detention Average Daily Population (ADP) by Fiscal Year 


Fiscal Year 

FS 

TO 

Total 

through March 

11,666 

10,781 

22,447 

Fiscal Year 2013 

11,972 

10,118 

22,090 

Fiscal Year 2012 

12,253 

10,781 

23,034 


Notes: 

FS = full service, TO = technology only 

ATD enrollment counts arc based on the number of participants who are enrolled into the program within a 
fiscal year. (May include re-enroilments.) 

ATD average daily population is based on the overall average daily population within a fiscal year. This does 
not match counts regularly depicted on standard recurring reports, such as the Director's Weekly (FS + TA) 
Report. The Director’s weekly report is simply a snapshot of the active population as of the most recent weekly 
Behavioral Interventions Inc. (BI) population reports. These numbers are not necessarily indicative of ADP, 
since they fluctuate from week to week. Data derived from BI Population Reports. 

Question: For FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014 year-to-date, please provide information on the final case 
dispositions (e.g., removed, returned, granted voluntary departure, and/or granted another form of relief) for 
aliens on the non-detained docket by forms of supervision and conditions of release, including bond, ICE 
supervision, orders of recognizance, or combination. Please include a breakdown of Mexicans and OTMs for 
each category. In addition, show the average number of days on the docket for these aliens in each type of 
supervision. 

ANSWER: ICE is unable to provide the final case dispositions for aliens in the ICE non-delalned population, 
as these are open cases and therefore do not have a final case disposition. Please refer to ICE’s response for 
question 1 1 for the breakdown of the ICE non-detained population by forms of supervision and conditions of 
release, including bond, ICE supervision, and orders of recognizance. 
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in response to the second question about the number of days th^ an alien may spend in the ICE non-detained 
population, ICE is able to provide a snapshot of the ICE non-detained population that shows the median number 
of days from an alien’s last release from ICE custody to the date of this snapshot (March 29, 2014). This 
snapshot pertains only to aliens with a detention history with ICE. The following chart provides these averages 
for non-detained cases with a detention history, and also provides the median number of days from tlie final 
order date through March 29, 2014 for immigration fugitives on the non-detained docket who were released 
from iCE custody. 

Note: Non-detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, but ICE has 
not yet removed. 


Non-Detained Cases: Median Number of Days 
From Last Release through March 29, 2014 



NoB-Detained Dodret €3assificatkKD 

R^easeReason 

Imm^atioB 
Fugitives Mediaa 
Days* 

Rftmammg NoB- 
Detained Dodret 
Median Days* 

Ov^aB Median 

Days* 

AID - Altemath^s to Detention 

435 

394 

395 

Bonded Out 

3.956 

859 

1,090 

Order of Recognizance 

2.560 

450 

623 

; Order c£ Supervision 

2.438 

1.263 

1,304 

ORR - Office of Refugee Resettlement 

375 

43S 

433 

Paroled 

3.868 

3,711 

3,778 

Prosecutorial Discretion 

643 

360 

365 

All Other Release Reasons 

5,385 

717 

898 

Overall Median 

3,497 

766 

981 


Notes: 

FY 2014 data as of March 29, 2014 (UDS vl.l6 run date of March 31, 2014; EID as of March 29, 2014). 

Immigration fugitives are defined as aliens with an active case and one of the following case categories: 

[5B] Removable— -ICE Fugitive, [8E] Inadmissible — ICE Fugitive, and [8ij Inadmissible — ICE Fugitive — 
Expedited Removal. 

This data are based on 602,630 active non-detained cases with a detention history and does not include the 
1,239,180 non-detained cases with the following characteristics: no detention stay, policy closure case status, 
immigration fugitives without a final order date, or cases with a release reason of proceedings terminated. Non- 
detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, but ICE has not yet 
removed. 

Median number of days on the docket represents the median of the number of days from the release date to 
March 29, 2014, with the exception of active immigration fugitives, for which the final order date was used 
instead of the release date. 


Question: On average, approximately how long does it take for a person to complete their immigration 
proceedings before an immigration judge on the detained docket? On the non-detained docket? Please explain 
why it takes longer on the non-detained docket. 
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ANSWER: ICE respectfully defers to the Department of Justice. Data regarding immigration proceedings are 
reported by the Department of Justice’s Executive Office for Immigration Review. 

Question: Given the difference in time> what are the reasons people are placed on the non-detained docket? 
Please submit for the record the percentage of cases on the non-detained docket for each reason. 

ANSWER: In light of the large numbers of administrative violations and the limited number of resources the 
agency has, ICE must prioritize the use of its enforcement personnel, detention space, and removal resources. 
ICE’s eivil enforcement priorities are as follows: (i) aliens who pose a danger to national security or a risk to 
public safety; (2) recent illegal entrants; and (3) aliens who are fugitives or otherwise obstruct immigration 
controls. As a general rule, ICE detention resources are used to support these enforcement priorities or for 
aliens subject to mandatory detention. ICE reviews each case individually and makes a determination as to 
whether custody meets its enforcement priorities as outlined in the March 2, 2011 memorandum titled, Civil 
Immigration Enforcement: Priorities for the Apprehension, Detention, and Removal of Aliens. ICE then 
considers factors such as the threat the alien poses to the community and how serious a flight risk the alien 
might be before determining what type of release is most appropriate. 

Note: Non-detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, but ICE has 
not yet removed. 

During all phases of the removal process, to include immigration court proceedings and federal court review, 
aliens may be released to the non-detained docket under a variety of statutory and regulatory provisions. They 
may be released on parole, bond, Orders of Recognizance, Orders of Supervision, and enrollment in the ATD 
program. 

The following data represent non-detained population snapshots for FY 2012 year-end, FY 2013 year-end, and 
FY 2014 YTD broken out by release reason for cases that were booked out of ICE custody or are considered 
immigration fugitives. The percentages represent the proportion of each listed reason out of the total number of 
non-detained cases that meet the criteria listed above (cases with detention involved or immigration fugitives). 
Non-detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, but ICE has not yet 
removed. 
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Fiscal Year 2012-2014 Year-to-Date Snapshots of the Non-Detaincd Cases That Were Either Booked Out 
of ICE Custody or Considered Immigration Fugitives 


Release ReasM 

rmi2(aaof 

10/95/2012) 

VM«2I)13) 

ni2n4nB<a, 

of«3a»/2ai« 

Av«rsi^«^fY 

mm3 

(10/04/2013), mbA 
tymAYtD 
(3/29/2014) 
Shiapsbots 

ATD - Alternath'es to Detention 

0.04% 

0.83% 

0.85% 

0.71% 

Bonded Out 

20.45% 

20.84% 

21.14% 

20.82% 

Inmafflatton Fugith'es 

55.88% 

51.52% 

48.98% 

51.97% 

Order of Recognizance 

9.23% 

32.43% 

14.38% 

12.13% 

Order of Supmision 

6.72% 

7.14% 

7.30% 

7.07% 

ORR - OfBce of Rrfugee Resettlement 

0.25% 

0.47% 

0.50% 

0.41% 

Paroled 

3.37% 

3.54% 

3.69®o 

3.54% 

Proceedti^s Terminated 

0.16% 

0.15% 

0.16% 

0.16% 

Prosecutorial Discretion 

0.04% 

0.10% 

0.12% 

0.09% 

AB Other Release Reasons 

3.5(y?4 

2.99«!o 

2.88% 

3.11% 


Notes: 

FY 2012 and FY 2013 data represent snapshots of the non-detained population at fiscal year-end, and are 
historical and remain static. FY 2014 data were updated through March 29, 2014 (IlDS vl.l6 run date of 
March 31, 2014; EID as ofMarch 29, 2014). Non-detained population includes individuals for whom 
removal orders have been issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 

Immigration fugitives are defined as aliens with an active case and one of the following case categories: 

[5B] Removable — ICE Fugitive, [8E] Inadmissible — ICE 1-ugitive, and [81j Inadmissible — ICE Fugitive — 
Expedited Removal. 

“All Other Release Reasons” include those cases in which the alien may have been removed or departed the 
United Stales but whose case has not yet been closed in ICE’s case management system. 'Phis category may 
also contain miscellaneous release reasons such as “Processing Disposition Changed Locally,” 

Each above figure is rounded to the nearest 0.01 percent. 


Question: What are the reasons an individual can be moved from the non-detained to the detained docket? For 
FY 2013 and FY 2014 year-to-date, please provide a breakdown of the number of illegal aliens that were moved 
from the non-detained to the detained docket for each reason. 

ANSWER: Tlie ICE non-detained population is composed of aliens that the Department of Homeland Security 
has placed in removal proceedings but who are not currently detained in ICE custody. Aliens under ICE non- 
detained case control may be at-large, reporting to ICE under an order of recognizance or supervision, or in the 
custody of another law enforcement agency (LEA) or institution. They may or may not have an administrative 
final order of removal, judicial order of removal, reinstatement of a prior order of removal, or an order of 
removal issued by an immigration judge or the Board of Immigration Appeals. As such, ICE is unable to 
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provide data that indicate the number of aliens that were moved from the ICE non-detained population to the 
ICE detained population. 

ICE encounters non-detained aliens during targeted enforcement operations, scheduled visits, and when noti fied 
of their arrest or detention by another LEA or institution. During encounters with aliens in the ICE non- 
detained population, ICE looks at any changed circumstances since the last encounter with the alien and reviews 
each case to determine whether detaining the alien would be appropriate. ICE will examine whether the alien 
has received a final order of removal and whether the alien has any relief available such as a stay of removal, 
temporary protected status, pending application for a “U” nonimmigrant visa, etc. ICE officials also consider 
whether ICE possesses the alien’s travel document or whether the document may be readily obtained. ICE may 
also detain an alien if it is determined that the alien poses a threat to public safety or a risk of flight. 

For non-detained aliens with reporting requirements, ICE evaluates each alien’s compliance with his or her 
conditions of release and may detain aliens who fail to report as directed or who obstruct other conditions of 
release like Global Positioning System tracking or telephonic monitoring. 

In the case of an alien paroled for removal proceedings due to humanitarian reasons or a significant public 
benefit, ICE may detain the alien once the reason for parole has been fulfilled or if the alien has violated the 
terms of the parole. Non-detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, 
but ICE has not yet removed. 

Question: For FY 2013 and FY 2014 year-to-date, please provide information on the number of illegal aliens 
that were moved from the detained to the non-detained docket, breaking out the number of criminal aliens, 
fugitives, re-entrants, and recent border crossers. Of those that were criminal aliens, what percentage were 
Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3? In FY 2013 and FY 2014 year-to-date, after being placed on the non-detained 
docket, how many of these individuals were arrested fora crime? 

ANSWER: Please find the following table displaying the number of releases from ICE custody in FY 2013 
and FY 2014 YTD through March 31. Releases are further broken down by whether the subject released was 
apprehended by CBP (Border) or not (Interior). These releases arc further broken out by whether the alien had 
a criminal conviction recorded by ICE and, if so, whether the criminal was a Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3. The 
non-erimina! releases are also broken out by whether they were a fugitive case or a case in which a 
reinstatement of removal was ordered. 

ICE is unable to statistically report on the number of subjects who were released into the non-detained 
population and subsequently arrested for a crime. 
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FY20I3 Total Rekases 


Crinski^itv 

Interior 

Threat Levd % of 

Border 

Threat Level % of 

Total 

HreatLevd “oof 

Interior Releases 

Uorder Releases 

Total Rdeases 

ICEThrealLe\’e! 2 

9.996 



1% 

10,389 

ll“o 

ICE Threat Le\«l 2 

9.054 

17% 



9,348 

10% 

ICE Threat 3 

14.412 

27*i 


7% 

17,577 

i8®o 

Non-Crinmal Inmugratjon Violator (NCI\0 

19.236 

37*i 


91% 

58,440 

61% 

NCIV Fu^tives 

601 

- 


- 

2,722 


Remstatemeias 

424 

- 



1,379 


NCrV'O&er 

18.211 


KldlH: 


54,339 


Total 




- 

KISI 




CrinaaaliU’ 

Eiterior 

Threat Ln-d % of 

Bor da 

Threat Level % of 

Total 

Threat Let's! “i b of 

Interks Releases 

Borda Releases 

Total Releases 

ICE Threat Le\'el 1 

4,223 


225 

1% 

4,448 

8% 

ICE Threat Level 2 


19»* 

149 

O^b 

4,309 

8“b 

ICE Threat Lev^ 3 


26% 

■BBS 

6“. 

7.440 

14% 

Non-Crirnsnal Immigration Violator {NCI\0 


36% 


93% 


70"'o 

NCI\' Fuptives 


- 

239 


357 


NCr.’ Remstatements 

BSk 


62S 


857 


NCrV’ Other 



■Ezai 




Total 

IEESI 




bez^ 



Notes: 

• FY 2013 and FY 2014 YTD book-out data were rerun for program data(nDS vl.l6 run date of April 3 , 
2014; RID as of March 31, 2014). 

• Book-out data exclude individuals at ORR facilities and USM prisoners. 

• ReleavSes reflect final book outs with a case and release reasons of ATDs, bond, order o f recognizance or 
supervision, parole, and prosecutorial discretion and exclude removals, deaths, and individuals whose 
proceedings were terminated. 

• Criminality is defined by whether or not an alien has the ICE threat level (convicted criminal) or not (non- 
criminal). ICE threat level is based upon the most serious convicted crimes (except overturned 
convictions) for the alien’s case until the point of departure. The ICB threat levels reflect the priorities 
outlined in former Director John Morton’s June 2010 Memorandum entitled ICE Civil Immigration 
Enforcement Priorities effective October 1 , 20 1 0. Since FY 20 1 1 , ICE has defined criminality as whether 
or not an alien has an ICE threat level (convicted criminal) or not (non-criminal immigration violator). 
Level I offenders ai-e those aliens convicted of “aggravated felonies,” as defined in § 101 (a)(43) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, or two or more crimes each punishable by more than 1 year, commonly 
referred to as “felonie.s.” Level 2 offenders are aliens convicted of any other felony or three or more 
crune.s each punishable by less than I year, commonly referred to as “misdemeanors.” Level 3 offenders 
arc aliens convicted of “misdemeanor” crimes punishable by less than 1 year. Before FY 201 i , ICE used 
Secure Communities Levels 1, 2, and 3 for prioritization purposes. 

• An interior removal is defined as individuals that an ICE officer or agent identified or apprehended in the 
United States and was removed by ICE. An exterior removal is defined by individuals apprehended at the 
immediate border while attempting to unlawfully enter the United States. 

• Non-detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, but ICE has not 

yet removed. 
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Question: There are frequent stories of individuals who are not eligible to attain some legal status at the time 
of arrest, but subsequently acquire equities — such as U.S. citizen children, health care issues, or marital status — 
after years on the non-detained docket, thereby rendering them exempt from removal even after a final order is 
issued. Please provide data on the number of cases in which this occurs. 

ANSWER: ICE is unable to provide data in response to this inquiry. Although ICE does consider the equities 
of an individual on a case-by-case basis when making enforcement decisions, statistics about when these 
equities are acquired are not specifically tracked. 

While the acquisition of equities does not immediately result in an exemption from removal, equities may 
provide a basis to reopen immigration proceedings in some cases or support a discretionary decision to delay or 
not to execute a removal order in other cases. 

Question: Please provide an estimate of the additional resources - including judges, judges’ staff, courtrooms, 
attorneys, and ERO staff - necessary to bring the completion times for cases on the non-detained docket in line 
with those on the detained docket. 

ANSWER: fhe Depailment of Justice (DOJ), Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR) hires, trains, 
and oversees the immigration judges, staff, courtrooms, and other resources involved in conducting proceedings 
on detained and non-detained dockets. Tlierefore, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is not able to 
provide an estimate regarding the number ofjudgcs, judges’ staff, and courtrooms necessary to bring the 
completion times for cases on non-detained dockets in line with those on detained dockets because such 
resources are solely within the domain of EOIR. 

The President’s Budget for ICE is sufficient to support projected immigration court proceedings in 2015. 


Enforcement and Removal Oneration.s Staffing 

Question: ERO staffing remains level despite increased requirements. With the funds included in the FY 2015 
request, can you maintain the same level of effort as last year, and can you maintain an effective and healthy 
rotation for your existing Enforcement and Removal Officers? 

ANSWER: Hie President’s FY 2015 budget forlCE’s requests a total of S2.569 billion to support ERO’s 
critical mission priorities. This budget will support ERO’s current staffing levels and continue our efforts to 
remove aliens who pose the greatest risk to public safety, national security, border security, and the integrity of 
the immigration system. 

Question: Do you have a template you follow for managing your workforce and ensuring your staffing levels 
are sufficient to maintain ERO’s missions? Does your current staffing meet that model? 

ANSWER: ERO operates under a “staff-to-budget” model. Through the Planning, Programming, Budgeting, 
and Execution model, ERO balances resources among salai 7 and general expenses. ERO’s current staffing 
levels will enable our continued efforts to remove aliens who pose the greatest risk to public safety, national 
security, border security, and the integrity of the immigration system. 


Prosecutorial Discretion Data 


Question: Please provide a chart illustrating the FY 2013 and FY 2014 year-to-date data on the number of 
detained and non-detained cases where prosecutorial discretion has been exercised and by whom (classifications 
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of empioyee — agents, officers, attorneys). Please also provide for these years the number of prosecutorial 
discretion requests received from individuals in proceedings or their attorneys; the number of times 
prosecutorial discretion was not recommended by ICE agente and officers but was granted upon secondary- 
review by ICE attorneys or headquarters personnel. 

ANSWER: Prosecutorial discretion has been exercised since the existence of the legacy U.S. Immigration and 
Naturalization Service by an ICE officer, agent, or attorney at any stage of the immigration enforcement process 
with ICE and can take many forms. It may involve, for example, a decision not to commence or continue 
removal proceedings; a decision not to take custody of an individual or to continue detention; a decision not to 
lodge a particular charge of removability; or a decision not to oppose relief from removal or to appeal from an 
order granting relief. ICE does not keep statistics on all tiiese permutations of the potential exercise of 
prosecutorial discretion, or on the number of prosecutorial discretion requests received, the number 
recommended or rejected or reversed on review, or by whom, whether the removal proceedings are being 
conducted at detained or non-detained venues, or whether proceedings have resulted in a final order of removal 
or have not even been commenced. ICE handles each case according to its unique merits, however, and reviews 
cases individually as they arise in or out of immigration court, whether the individual is detained or not 
detained. ICE responds to individual requests for prosecutorial discretion as they are made, at any time, and in 
doing so continues to apply the enforcement priorities and guidance laid out in former ICE Director John 
Morton’s June 17, 201 1 memorandum titled “Exercising Prosecutorial Discretion Consistent with the Civil 
Immigration Enforcement Priorities of the Agency for the Apprehension, Detention, and Removal of Aliens.” 


Deferred Action 


Question: How many aliens have been granted deferred action since June 2011? How many had final orders 
of removal? How many spent time in ICE detention? How many had any criminal convictions? 

ANSWER: The following chart represents a snapshot of non-detained cases at FY 2012 year-end, FY 20 1 3 
year-end, and FY 2014 year to date llirough April 19, 2014, showing current grants of deferred action by an ICE 
field office director at that time. ICE began reporting on deferred action in FY 2012, so all grants reported 
occurred on or after October 1 , 201 1 . Each of those figures is then broken out by how many aliens at that time 
had a final order of removal, had been booked into ICE detention, and how many were criminals. 

Please note that, as this is a .snapshot, some of the number of current grants of deferred action for each of the 
below fiscal years were granted deterred action in previous fiscal years. Non-detained population includes 
individuals for whom removal orden have been issued, but ICE has not yet removed. 
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Aliens with a Current Grant of Deferred Action by ICE Field Office Director: Fiscal Year 2012 
year-end, Fiscal Year 2013 year-end, and Fiscal Year 2014 year to date 


Fiscal Year 

Current Grants of 
Deferred Action 

Deferred Action 
Grants with Final 
Order of Removal 

Deferred Action 
Grmts with ICE 

Detention 

Deferred Action 
Grants for Conneted 
Criminals 

As ofFY2012\F: 

3,206 

2.m 

1.900 

729 

As ofFY2013YE 

6.392 

5,480 

3.874 

1.865 

As of FV2014 VTD 

8.372 

7.275 

5.13! 

2,684 


FY = fiscal year 
YE = year-end 
YTD = yeartodate 


Notes; 

Deferred action data reflect the state of the case at the time it is reported. FY 20 1 2 year-end figure 
as of October 7, 2012 (data through October 5, 2012). This is a locked year-end figure. The 
FY 2013 year-end figure as of October 6, 2013 (data through October 4, 2013). This is a locked 
year-end figure. FY 2014 year to date is a snapshot as of April 21, 2014 (data through April 19, 
2014). These data have not yet been locked so they may differ when pulled at a later dale. 

Deferred action cases include active, non-detained cases for which a field office director has granted 
a case action of stay within or beyond FY 2012. 

Because stays may be granted and extended within one year increments, the FY 2013 year-end 
number of deferred action active stays granted by a field office director could be inclusive of those 
stays granted in FY 2012. Because stays may be granted and extended within one year increments, 
the FY 2014 YTD number of active stays granted by field office directors could be inclusive of those 
stays granted in FY 2012 or FY 2013. 


Unaccompanied Alien Children 

Question: What are the respective roles and responsibilities of U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), 
ICE, and HHS’s ORR as they relate to the care of unaccompanied alien children (UACs) (i.e., housing, meals, 
transportation)? 

ANSWER: 

Apprehension and Screening 

Within the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), CBP apprehends the majority of UAC along the 
Southwest border. ICE also apprehends UAC through interior enforcement activities or referrals from local 
criininal and juvenile justice agencies. Officers and agents from these two DHS components also transport and 
escort UAC to countries of origin, although CBP effects repatriations to Mexico and Canada only. 

Processing 

Upon identification of a UAC (either at the time of apprehension or at a later date), DHS gives UAC 
information about their rights, including the right to reasonable access to a telephone to contact a trusted adult, 
the right to communicate with a consular or diplomatic officer of the country of his or her nationality, and the 
right to be represented by an attorney in removal proceedings at no cost to the U.S. Government. 
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The Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2008 requires that DHS screen UAC from Mexico 
and Canada. However, as a matter of policy, DHS screens all UAC encountered at land borders and ports of 
entry, regardless of nationality, to determine whether they have been a victim of trafficking or are at risk of 
being trafficked upon return, or have a fear of persecution if they are returned to their home country. If UAC 
from Mexico and Canada have no trafficking indicators, arc able to make an independent decision to return, and 
express no fear to return to their home country, CBP may immediately repatriate these UAC. 

In cases not involving Mexican or Canadian UAC as well as those involving any UAC who cannot be returned 
immediately, DHS will transfer custody to the HHS’s ORR. If DHS is seeking to remove the individual, DHS 
will initiate immigration proceedings under section 240 of the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

Juvenile coordinators 

Both CBP and ICE maintain Juvenile coordinators who serve as subject matter experts in each field office and 
who oversee compliance with legal and policy requirements in the care and treatment of minors. ICE maintains 
field office juvenile coordinators in all of its 24 field offices. ICE annually provides training to ail juvenile 
coordinators. DHS makes every effort to transfer the children to ORR within 72 hours of determining they are 
UAC. 

ICE transports the vast majority of UAC to ORR shelters outside of the local commuting area. In some areas, 
CBP’s Office of Field Operations and Border Patrol may assist ICE ERO in conducting escorts to areas outside 
of South Texas — based on longstanding, local agreements. However, in most cases ICE effectuates this travel. 
ICE transports UAC via ground, commercial air, and ICE charter flights. Two officers may transport up to five 
UAC. For every five UAC added to this group, an additional officer is required. During the limited time ICE 
maintains physical custody of UAC and pending their transfer to ORR. all minors ai-e separated from adult 
detainees. Minors are provided with regular access to snacks, milk, juice, etc. Family groups and females with 
children are also separated from the general adult populations. 

ICE is responsible for maintaining case management for all aliens placed in immigration proceedings until an 
immigration judge reaches a final decision. 

UAC are maintained by the respective ICE Juvenile coordinator who oversees that area of responsibility. The 
Juvenile coordinator is responsible for reviewing the A-file (also known as alien registration file) for legal 
sufficiency and reissuing and/or amending notices to appear when necessary. The juvenile coordinator is 
respoivsible for filing the notices to appear with the immigration court to begin the immigration proceedings. 

Role of ORR 

The Homeland Security Act of 2002 transferred responsibility for the long-term care and custody of UAC to 
ORR. ICE defers to ORR for more information on their roles and responsibilities. 


Question: What is the average length of time between the point of apprehension to ORR's placement of a 
UAC in an ORR-contracted facility? How frequently is a UAC in DHS custody for longer than 72 hours? 

What efforts are underway to minimize the length of stay with DHS? 

ANSWER: In accordance with the Trajficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2008^ the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) transfers custody of unaccompanied alien children (UAC) to the ORR custody 
within 72 hours of identifying an alien child as unaccompanied. During Fiscal Year 2013, the majority of UAC 
were transferred to ORR within the 72 hour time frame. ICE reported to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) 
that less than 2 percent of UAC in DHS custody for longer than that came into TCB’s physical custody and were 



419 


not transferred within the 72-hoijr placement requirement identified in the Flores Settlement Agreement (ICE 
reports these “Flores violations” to DOJ twice annually). 

ICE is currently working in cooperation with ORR, DOJ, U.S. Department of Defense, CBP, and other 
departments and agencies to minimize DHS custody time. ICE, alongside other agencies, has made concerted 
efforts to streamline the process of transportation and custody transfer, and to provide UAC with provisions and 
other items necessary to facilitate their transfer of custody and to support ORR’s placement process. In 
accordance with the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2008, the Department of Momeland 
Security transports unaccompanied alien children (UAC) to the ORR custody within 72 hours of identifying an 
alien child as unaccompanied. 

Question: What are the costs ICE incurs in the transportation of UACs? Please include the number of agent 
hours expended transporting these children. What is the impact of this activity on ERO’s ability to conduct its 
other critical enforcement responsibilities? 

ANSWER: The following chart shows ICE’s estimated costs for processing and escorting unaccompanied 
alien children (UAC) in FY 2013 and FY 2014 (as of May 1, 2014). The chart includes direct travel expenses 
as well as manpower expenses. (FY 20 1 4 numbers are projected annual costs.) 


Sncounters 

Local Transfer to MHS’ 

;Air Charter Transfer to HHS* 
Commercial Transfer to KHS' 
Transfer to ICE staging^ 

Air Charter Removal^ 
Commercial Removal'^’^ 

{Total 


20,750 

lO^lOl 

3,353 

6,817 

2,789 

23S 

IBO 

20,750 


A.31Q 

<>7^38 




■ig 


■■■ 



$ 2,696.033 

29,500 

52,444 

S 

2,417,593 

S 5,229,044 

S 7,646,637 

S 1,760,158 

17,700 

0 



S 9,292,500 

S 9,292,500 

S 9.158,743 

11,489 

40,850 


1,883,124 

5 13,553,391 

S 15,436,515 

$ 1,373,610 

7,930 

0 

s 

3,929X102 


S 3,929,002 

% 123,598 

669 

0 

$ 


5 351,434 

$ 351,434 

S 

m 

12.254 

i- 

SRaon? 

■5 956.659 

S 1.521.566 

$15,647,269 

59.000 

105,549 

s 

8,794,627 


$38,177,654 


Notes 

1) Man hour cost is detention cost requirement. Detention requirement is based on aliens booked into an 
ICE facility with subsequent book out to an ORR facility; average length of stay is assumed to be 3 
days per Performance Based National Detention Standards; FY 2013 bed rate is $1 1 8.88 plus salary 
requirement of $45.29; FY 2014 bed rale is $1 19.86 plus salary. 

2) Cost per hour based on FY 201 3 actual payroll/ 5,972 / 2,080 base hours. 

3) Local transfers are effectuated on buses. (2ost per bus seat is $1 77,26 based on contract data. 

4) Air charter costs are estimated at $4,525 per seat based on contract costs. 

5) Cost of commercial tickets estimated at $323; includes costs for 2 officers for every 2.25 aliens; 
includes $300 in other expenses (hotel, rental cars, etc.) per officer estimated from Managerial Cost 
Accounting. 

6) Cost of commercial tickets estimated at $323; includes costs for two officers for every alien; includes 
$300 in other expense (hotel, rental cans, etc.) per officer estimated from Managerial Cost Accounting. 

7) Assumes 50 percent 2-day trips and 50 percent 1-day trips. 

8) The total number ofUAC equals the total unique individuals — some individuals are counted in more 

than one process; therefore, the total number ofUAC will be less than the sum of ail categories. 


The drastic increase in UAC apprehensions has impacted re.source allocations for ERO. ERO officers are often 
required to transport a UAC to ORR shelters far from the apprehension site. Escort duty to these shelters often 
entails overnight travel. ORR’s inability to place sizable groups ofUAC in the same remote shelter further 
impacts ERO resources, requiring multiple officer pairs to conduct individual escorts in multiple directions. 
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Until FY 2012, most UACs encountered fell into the 15—17 age range. While this continues to be the case, the 
number of younger minors has steadily increased. On a given day, the percentage of UACs younger than 15 
years has ranged from 33 to 44 percent, and more than half of the under 1 5 group are younger than age 13. 

FY 20 1 4 (as of May 1,2014) has ushered in more than 500 UAC younger than five and while males continue to 
represent the majority of the population, the margin between male and female UAC is being reduced. 

Increasing numbers of UAC have significant medical needs (physical and mental). As a result, law enforcement 
officers Hnd themselves providing other child-care services; e.g., changing diapers for the very young and the 
incapacitated. Most officers are professionally and personally unequipped for these new duties. 

It has also become standard practice for ERO to purchase quantities of diapers and baby formula to use when 
ORR cannot place infants close to apprehension sites. ERO has been detailing officers to South Texas to assist 
in escorts of unaccompanied minors and family groups. During the second quarter of FY 2014, more than 40 
officers temporai ily moved to South Texas from field offices nationwide. ERO has also introduced reverse- 
escorts, which deploy officers from receiving Areas of Responsibility (e.g., New York and Pennsylvania) to 
pick up the UAC waiting in Texas and escort them to die assigned shelters. 

ERO is preparing to contract out UAC escort duties to a private contractor as a pilot program in the Rio Grande 
Valley to reduce the burden on the ERO officer corps. ERO expects an outside vendor to achieve both cost 
efficiencies in conducting these escorts and improved childcare with staff proficient in these seiwices. 


Question: How many of the children are being returned to their country of origin? How many are reunited 
with their parents or other guardians in the United States? What happens to the children if their parents or an 
appropriate guai'dian cannot be found in the United States? 

ANSWER: As of May 2, 2014, ICE removed 890 unaccompanied alien children (UAC) in FY 2014. ICE 
removed 1,7 11 UAC in FY 2013, 1,675 UAC in FY 2012. and 1,014 UAC in FY20n. 

Please note the number for each fiscal year includes individuals who were UAC at the time they were 
apprehended but may have been returned after reaching the age of 1 8. UAC not removed either remained in 
removal proceedings or had been granted some form of immigration relief 

ICE defers to the ORR, within HHS, for the number of UAC released to sponsors. If UAC reach the age of 1 8 
in ORR care, they will be "aged out” and returned to ICE custody. 


Overstay Enforcement 


Question: Please provide the data on individuals who have overstayed their period of admission, by countiy 
and visa type, for FY 20 1 3 and FY 20 1 4 year-to-date. How many have been identified and targeted for 
enforcement as posing a public safety and/or national security threat? 

ANSWER: Identifying overstays by country is important for national security, public safety, immigration 
enforcement, immigration benefit application processing, and decisions about the eligibility of countries and 
other visa-issuing authorities for Visa Waiver Program participation. The Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) is producing a report that identifies individuals who have overstayed their period of admission. The 
report is a DHS priority, as evidenced by the considerable changes to the processes and systems DHS has made 
during the past few years to improve data integrity and analysis that will allow us to report country by country 
overstays. DIIS is currently performing verification and quality assurance checks of the data and will deliver a 
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report to the required congressional committees, as well as publish the report on our website as soon as our 
quality assurance review has been completed. 

Each year, ICE's Counterterrorism and Criminal Exploitation Unit (CTCEU) within HSI compiles a list of 
overstays/visa-violators who potentially pose a national security or public safety threat. In FY 2013, CTCEU 
analyzed these records and identified 6,275 viable leads, which were forwarded to HSI field offices for further 
investigation. In FY 2014, as of May 28, 2014, CTCEU identified 7,146 viable leads, which were forwarded to 
HSI field offices for further investigation. 


Investigations 

Question: Provide a chart showing arrests by field office by category of investigation for FY 2013. 

Answer: The following chart summarizes the numbers of criminal and administrative arrests by field office 
(Special Agents in Charge) by category of investigation for Fiscal Year 2013. 


SAC OFFICE 

EWESTIGATIVE PROGRAM 

CRIMINAL 

ARRESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

ATLANTA, GA 

Financial 

100 

33 


Counter Proliferation 

9 

3 


General Smuggling 

20 

3 


Child Exploitation 

101 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

41 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

438 

51 


Counter-Terrorism 

I 

0 


Human Trafficking 

73 

73 


Human Smuggling 

7 

29 


General & Criminal Alien 

74 

61 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

120 

52 


Compliance Enforcement 

4 

34 


Worksite Enforcement 

20 

29 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

233 

60 


Other Criminal Activity 

61 

9 



1,302 

437 
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SAC OFFICE 

INVESTIGATIVE PROGRAM 

CRIMINAL 

ARRESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

BAL11MORE.MD 

Financial 

50 

0 


Counter Proliferation 

6 

0 


General Smuggling 

4 

0 


Child Exploitation 

22 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

33 

2 


Drug Smuggling 

53 

0 


Counter-T errorism 

0 

1 


Human Trafficking 

20 

9 


General & Criminal Alien 

5 

8 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

29 

4 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

46 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

117 

16 


Other Criminal Activity 

6 

1 



345 

87 

BOSTON, MA 

Financial 

139 

11 


Counter Proliferation 

7 

0 


General Smuggling 

0 

0 


Child Exploitation 

S7 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

17 

3 


Drug Smuggling 

204 

9 


Counter-Terrorism 

7 

19 


Human Trafficking 

26 

5 


Human Smuggling 

42 

43 


General & Criminal Alien 

32 

75 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

74 

25 


Compliance Enforcement 

1 

40 


Worksite Enforcement 

4 

2 


7 ransnational Gang Enforcement 

43 

22 


Other Criminal Activity 

22 

2 



705 

256 

BUFFALO. NY 

Financial 

67 

4 


Counter Proliferation 

3 

1 


General Smuggling 

12 

6 


Child Exploitation 

50 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

13 

2 


Drug Smuggling 

394 

1 


Counter-Terrorism 

5 

5 


Human Trafficking 

13 

2 


Human Smuggling 

42 

15 


General & Criminal Alien 

32 

81 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

19 

8 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

22 


Worksite Enforcement 

20 

20 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

33 

0 


Other Criminal Activity 

116 

6 



819 

173 
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SAC OFFICE 

m’ESTIGATIVE 

CRIMINAL 

ARRESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

CHICAGO. IL 

Financial 

143 

52 


Counter Proliferation 

7 

0 


General Smuggling 

ii 

0 


Child Exploitation 

101 

3 


Commercial Fraud 

101 

3 


Drug Smuggling 

224 

44 


Counter-Terrorism 

12 

8 


Human Trafficking 

109 

32 


Human Smuggling 

9 

33 


General & Criminal Alien 

155 

554 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

103 

90 


Compliance Enforcement 

2 

248 


Worksite Enforcement 

6 

88 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

202 

184 


Other Criminal Activity 

207 

30 



1,392 

1,369 

DALLAS, TX 

Financial 

87 

1 


Counter Proliferation 

39 

20 


Child Exploitation 

61 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

9 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

363 

19 


Counter-Terrorism 

1 

2 


Human Trafficking 

268 

11 


Human Smuggling 

21 

83 


Genera! & Criminal Alien 

31 

60 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

73 

6 


Compliance Enforcement 

1 

lOJ 


Worksite Enforcement 

2 

5 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

315 

29 


Other Criminal Activity 

77 

12 



1,348 

349 

DENVER. CO 

Financial 

142 

4 


Counter Proliferation 

15 

0 


General Smuggling 

4 

0 


Child Exploitation 

72 

1 


Commercial Fraud 

3 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

122 

15 


Counter-Terrorism 

0 

2 


Human Trafficking 

3 

0 


Human Smuggling 

5 

97 


General & Criminal Alien 

43 

46 


identity &. Benefit Fraud 

42 

25 


Compliance Enforcement 

1 

20 


Worksite Enforcement 

2 

1 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

82 

33 


Other Criminal Activity 

35 

2 



571 

246 




424 


SAC OFFICE 

LNVESTIGATIVE PROCHftAM 

CRIMINAL 

ARRESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

DETROIT. MI 

Financial 

124 

4 


Counter Proliferation 

29 

0 


Genera! Smuggling 

2 

0 


Child Exploitation 

80 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

22 

1 


Drug Smuggling 

139 

1 


Counter-Terrorism 

15 

6 


Human Trafficking 

17 

2 


Human Smuggling 

34 

42 


General & Criminal Alien 

26 

48 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

23 

24 


Compliance Enforcement 

2 

54 


Worksite Enforcement 

3 

30 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

56 

1 


Other Criminal Activity 

66 

1 



638 

214 

EL PASO. TX 

Financial 

5! 

1 


CoiiJtter Proliferation 

22 

2 


Child Exploitation 

81 

! 


Commercial Fraud 

19 

1 


Drug Smuggling 

1.008 

8 


Counter*T errorism 

0 

1 


Human Trafficking 

18 

0 


Human Smuggling 

156 

206 


General & Criminal Alien 

47 

153 


identity & Benefit Fraud 

38 

9 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

3 


Worksite Enforcement 

6 

8 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

68 

! 


Ollier Criminal Activity 

300 

3 



1,814 

397 

HONOLULU. HI 

Financial 

86 

3 


Counter Proliferation 

1 

0 


General Smuggling 

4 

0 


Child Exploitation 

8 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

8 

I 


Drug Smuggling 

66 

0 


Counter-Terrorism 

0 

0 


Human Trafficking 

35 

0 


Human Smuggling 

4 

21 


General & Criminal Alien 

5 

35 


identit) & Benefit Fraud 

26 

6 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

35 


Worksite Enforcement 

0 

3 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

6 

0 


Other Criminal Activity 

14 

0 



263 

104 



425 




CRIMINAL 

ADMIN 

SAC OFFICE 

INVESTIGATIVE PROCmAM 

ARRESIS 

ARRESTS 

HOUSTON. TX 

Financial 

39 

2 


Counter Proliferation 

4 

2 


General Smuggling 

1 

0 


Child Exploitation 

81 

! 


Commercial Fraud 

38 

1 


Drug Smuggling 

366 

iO 


Counter-Terrorism 

0 

15 


Human Trafficking 

28 

19 


Human Smuggling 

417 

568 


General & Criminal Alien 

502 

800 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

18 

25 


Compliance Enforcement 

1 

21 


Worksite Enforcement 

4 

24 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

231 

22 


Other Criminal Activity 

35 

0 



1,765 

1,510 

LOS ANGELES. CA 

Financial 

182 

15 


Counter Proliferation 

20 

1 


General Smuggling 

9 

0 


Child Exploitation 

74 

3 


Commercial Fraud 

86 

10 


Drug Smuggling 

342 

38 


Counter-Terrorism 

11 

13 


Human TratTicking 

55 

15 


Human Smuggling 

67 

133 


Genera! & Criminal Alien 

19 

20 


Idcntitv & Benefit Fraud 

71 

49 


Compliance Enforcement 

4 

106 


Worksite Entbrcemem 

4 

63 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

432 

100 


Other Criminal Activity 

85 

2 



1,461 

568 

MIAMI. FL 

Financial 

211 

12 


Counter Proliferation 

40 

10 


General Smuggling 

17 

3 


Child Exploitation 

63 

4 


Commercial Fraud 

59 

3 


Drug Smuggling 

400 

33 


Counter-Terrorism 

7 

11 


Human Trafficking 

67 

16 


Human Smuggling 

150 

576 


General & Criminal Alien 

88 

15! 


Identity Benefit Fraud 

114 

108 


Compliance Enforcement 

3 

53 


Worksite Enforcement 

25 

80 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

84 

35 


Other Criminal Activity 

109 

14 



1,437 

1,109 



426 




CRIMINAL 

ADMIN 

SAC OFFICE 

INVESTIGATIVE PROGRAM 

ARRESTS 

ARRESTS 

NEW ORLEANS. LA 

Financial 

131 

21 


Counter Proliferation 

16 

2 


General Smuggling 

2 

i 


Child Explohation 

130 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

47 

12 


Drug Smuggling 

468 

46 


Counter-Terrorism 

5 

1 


Human Trafficking 

195 

5 


Human Smuggling 

49 

42 


General & Criminal Allen 

143 

219 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

134 

67 


Compliance Enforcement 

2 

62 


Worksite Enforcement 

5 

9 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

43 

61 


Other Criminal Activity 

14 

13 



1,384 

561 

NEW YORK. NY 

Financial 

246 

!3 


Counter Proliferation 

13 

1 


General Smuggling 

22 

1 


Child Exploitation 

48 

3 


Commercial Fraud 

54 

2 


Drug Smuggling 

557 

11 


Counter-Terrorism 

15 

34 


Human Trafficking 

94 

39 


Human Smuggling 

7 

5 


General & Criminal Alien 

9 

9 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

110 

28 


Compliance Enforcement 

3 

86 


Worksite Enforcement 

13 

22 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

109 

10 


Other Criminal Activity 

4 

I 



1,304 

265 

NEWARK. NJ 

Financial 

86 

5 


Counter Proliferation 

12 

1 


General Smuggling 

5 

4 


Child Exploitation 

23 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

38 

28 


Drug Smuggling 

178 

9 


Counter-Terrorism 

1 

3 


Human Trafficking 

50 

4 


Human Smuggling 

5 

1 


Genera! & Criminal Alien 

5 

2 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

56 

22 


Compliance Enforcement 

4 

56 


Worksite Enforcement 

0 

1 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

121 

35 


Other Criminal Activity 

29 

2 



613 

173 




427 


SAC OFFICE 

INVESTIGATIVE PROGIRAM 

CRIMINAL 

ARRESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Financial 

66 

21 


Coimter Proliferation 

10 

0 


General Smuggling 

2 

0 


Child Exploitation 

61 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

23 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

154 

3 


Counler-T errorism 

n 

12 


Human Trafficking 

26 

5 


Human Smuggling 

25 

22 


General & Criminal Alien 

56 

26 


Identitv & Benefit Fraud 

22 

10 


Compliance Enforcement 

2 

37 


Worksite Enforcement 

4 

2 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

78 

57 


Other Criminal Activity 

14 

1 



554 

196 

PHOENIX, AZ 

Financial 

78 

16 


Counter Proliferation 

17 

4 


Genera! Smuggling 

20 

5 


Child Exploitation 

13 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

3 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

916 

49 


Human Trafficking 

1 

2 


Human Smuggling 

216 

341 


General & Criminal Alien 

2! 

50 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

9 

3 


Compliance Enforcement 

1 

8 


Worksite Enforcement 

15 

14 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

62 

39 


Other Criminal Activity 

9 

1 



1,38! 

532 

SAINT PAUL. MN 

Financial 

97 

27 


Coimter Proliferation 

3 

0 


General Smuggling 

1 

I 


Child Exploitation 

77 

2 


Commercial Fraud 

0 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

226 

5 


Counter-Terrorism 

0 

0 


Human Trafficking 

85 

2 


Human Smuggling 

4 

14 


General & Criminal Alien 

51 

65 


Ideiitit) & Benefit Fraud 

90 

42 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

33 


Worksite Enforcement 

14 

14 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

27 

8 


Other Criminal Activity 

102 

4 



777 

217 




428 


SAC OFFICE 

INVESTlGAtlVE HlOGRAM 

CRIMINAL 

AR JESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

SAN ANTONIO, TX 

Financial 

86 

4 


Counter Proliferation 

165 

5 


General Smuggling 

3 

1 


Child Exploitation 

58 

3 


Commercial Fraud 

14 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

1.01 1 

33 


Coimter-T errorism 

2 

3 


Human Trafficking 

136 

53 


Human Smuggling 

835 

3.669 


General & Criminal Alien 

39 

54 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

19 

5 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

14 


Worksite Enforcement 

8 

7 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

143 

4 


Other Criminal Activity 

206 

10 



2,725 

3,865 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

Financial 

97 

1 


Counter Proliferation 

11 

0 


General Smuggling 

10 

0 


Child Exploitation 

52 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

22 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

2.442 

9 


Counter-Terrorism 

i 

2 


Human Trafficking 

39 

0 


Human Smuggling 

144 

22S 


General & Criminal .Alien 

22 

23 


identity & Benefit Fraud 

10 

4 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

57 


Worksite Enforcement 

6 

4! 


1 ransnationa! Gang Enforcement 

185 

0 


Other Criminal Activity 

52 

1 



3,093 

366 

SAN FRANCISCO. CA 

Financial 

52 

7 


Counter Proliferation 

12 

0 


General Smuggling 

7 

7 


Child Exploitation 

122 

8 


Commercial Fraud 

.34 

19 


Drug Smuggling 

275 

9! 


Counter-Terrorism 

0 

3 


Human Trafficking 

7 

11 


Human Smuggling 

i 

3 


Genera] & Criminal Alien 

30 

42 


identity & Benefit Fraud 

24 

23 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

36 


Worksite Enforcement 

0 

4 


fransnationai Gang Enforcement 

172 

44 


Other Criminal Activity 

17 

3 



753 

301 



429 


SAC OFFICE 

INVESTIGATIVE raOGRAM 

CRIMINAL 

ARRESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

SAN JUAN. PR 

Financial 

129 

0 


Counter Proliferation 

! 

0 


General Smugglmg 

1 

0 


Child Exploitation 

41 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

7 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

208 

2 


Human Trafficking 

1 

1 


Human Smuggling 

47 

236 


General &, Criminal Alien 

21 

99 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

90 

5 


Worksite Enforcement 

0 

3 


T ransnational Gang Enforcement 

615 

7 


Other Criminal Activity 

93 

4 



1,254 

357 

SEATTLE, WA 

Financial 

45 

9 


Counter Proliferation 

12 

1 


General Smuggling 

11 

4 


Child Exploitation 

52 

1 


Commercial Fraud 

9 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

356 

51 


Counter-Terrorism 

0 

4 


Human Trafficking 

66 

10 


Human Smuggling 

7 

23 


General & Criminal Alien 

156 

177 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

67 

34 


Compliance Enforcement 

0 

26 


W'orksite Enforcement 

17 

36 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

113 

22 


Other Criminal Activity 

61 

0 



972 

398 

TAMPA. FL 

Financial 

138 

14 


Counter Proliferation 

2 

0 


Genera! Smuggling 

19 

0 


Child Exploitation 

279 

5 


Commercial Fraud 

20 

2 


Drug Smugglmg 

201 

14 


Counter-'ferrorism 

2 

2 


Human Trafilcking 

79 

4 


Human Smuggling 

4 

1 


General &- Criminal Alien 

51 

84 


identit) & Benefit Fraud 

72 

40 


Compliance Enforcement 

1 

29 


Worksite Enforcement 

15 

14 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

10 

4 


Other Criminal Activity 

27 

0 



920 

213 




430 


SAC OFFICE 

INVESTIGATIVE PSOC^M 

CRIMINAL 

ARRESTS 

ADMIN 

ARRESTS 

WASHINGTON, DC 

Financial 

36 

5 


Counter Proliferation 

7 

1 


General Smuggling 

0 

0 


Child Exploitation 

56 

0 


Commercial Fraud 

10 

0 


Drug Smuggling 

90 

4 


Counter-Terrorism 

25 

9 


Human Trafficking 

16 

24 


Human Smuggling 

16 

57 


General & Criminal Alien 

19 

79 


Identity & Benefit Fraud 

44 

28 


Compliance Enforcement 

3 

58 


Worksite Enforcement 

22 

21 


Transnational Gang Enforcement 

33 

45 


Other Criminal Activity 

213 

5 



590 

336 


Management 

Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by ICE political employees for 
travel in FY 2013 through the present Include the name of the individual traveling, purpose of travel, 
iocation(s) visited, total days/pariial days, and total cost 


ANSWER: 


Name 

Purpose 

Location 

Duration 

Total Cost 

L. Ettehad 

Site visit 

Fort Lauderdale 

11/26/12- 

11/28/12 

S910.72 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel; Meetings with 
Emirati and Afghan Governments 
to improve counter-proliferation 
investigations, counter-narcotics 
investigations, combat trajisnational 
crimes, and discuss Customs 

Mutual Assistance Agreement 

Dubai. UAE and 

Kabul, 

Afghanistan 

01/27/13- 

02/07/13 

S4, 649,56 

J. Morton 

Mexico Executive Steering 
Committee Meetings 

Mexico City, 
MEX 

02/12/13- 

02/14/13 

Sl,410.71 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel: Meeting with 

Thai and Cambodian Governments 
to improve anti-lrafticking and 
child exploitation efforts and 
relationships 

Bangkok, Mae 
Sot, Cliiang 

Mai, and 

Pattaya, 

Thailand and 
Phnom Penh, 
Cambodia 

02/09/13 - 
02/17/13 

S5, 129.00 

J. Morton 

OPLA Presentation; OPLA Site 

Visit 

Newark, NJ 

New York, NY 

02/27/13 - 
02/28/13 

$757.69 




431 


Name 

Purpose 

Location 

Duration 

Total Cost 

P. Vincent 

Foreign I ravei: Keynote speaker at 
Maritime Criminal Justice 
Conference 

Praia, Cape 

Verde 

02/27/13 - 
03/02/13 

S6,402.55 

J. Morton 

OPLA Site Visit 

Philadelphia, PA 

4/23/13 - 
04/23/13 

$264.19 

J. Morton 

Police Executive Research Forum 
Conference; Speaking 

Engagement; Office Visit 

Minneapolis, 

MN 

Milwaukee, WI 

05/02/13 - 
05/03/13 

$915,55 

J. Morton 

Mongolian Cultural Repatriation; 
Guest Speaker 

New York, NY 

05/05/13 - 
05/06/13 

$750.69 

B. Hale 

Mongolian Cultural Repatriation 

New York, NY 

05/05/13 - 
05/06/13 

$800.00 

J. Morton 

Visit HSl personnel who assisted 
with the bombing and affected 
areas 

Boston, MA 

05/07/13 - 
05/08/13 

$528.57 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel: Keynote speaker at 
Maritime Criminal Justice 
Conference 

Mexico City, 
Mexico 

05/13/13- 

05/15/13 

$1,466.96 

J. Morton 

Rosenberg Diaries Press 

Conference 

Wilmington, DE 

06/13/13- 

06/13/13 

$240.19 

B. Hale 

Rosenberg Diaries Press 

Conference 

Wilmington, DE 

06/13/13- 

06/13/13 

$262.19 

P. Vincent 

Speaker at ITAT Graduation for 
Afghanistan Vetted Unit 

FLE'FC Glynco, 
GA 

06/20/13- 

06/21/13 

$962.22 

J. Morton 

West Coast OPLA Office Visit; 

ERO & HSJ Town Hall; Women in 
Federal Law Enforcement 
Conference: Guest Speaker 

San Diego, CA 
Palm Springs, 

CA 

Los Angeles, 

CA 

6/25/13 - 
06/28/13 

$1,498.75 

P. Rosen 

West Coast OPLA Office Visit; 

ERO & HSi Town Hall; Women in 
Federal Law Enforcement 

Conference 

Los Angeles, 

CA 

06/25/13 - 
06/30/13 

$1,375.16 

P. Vincent 

National Association of Attorney 
Generals Conference: Keynote 
Speaker 

Providence, RI 

08/07/13 - 
08/08/13 

$147.43 

J. Sandweg 

Meet w/foreign counterparts and 

ICR personnel; Lead DHS 
negotiator for Pre-Clearance 
Negotiations 

UAE 

09/01/13- 

09/06/13 

$4,160,09 

P. Vincent 

Principal Legal Advisor Network 
Training 

Dallas, TX 

09/09/13 - 
09/11/13 

$925.49 

J. Sandweg 

OPLA Office Meetings; ERO & 

HSI Town Hall 

Minneapolis, 

MN 

09/19/13 - 
09/20/13 

$909.47 

P. Rosen 

OPLA Office Meetings; BRO & 

HS! Town Hail 

Minneapolis, 

MN 

09/19/13- 

09/20/13 

$845.49 

J. Sandweg 

Operation Caribbean Resilience 

Press Conference 

San Juan, PR 

09/25/13 - 
09/26/13 

$654.91 



432 


Name 

Purpose 

Location 

Duration 

Total Cost 

P. Rosen 

Operation Caribbean Resilience 

Press Conference 

San Juan, PR 

09/25/13 - 
09/26/13 

$654.91 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel; Keynote Speaker 
at APEC Pathfinder Project on 
Combating Corruption & Illicit 

Trade across the Asia-Pacific 

Region in Thailand, and Stno-US 
Joint Liaison Group Anti- 
Corruption Working Group in 

China 

Bangkok, FC 
THA 

Xian, FC CHN 
Beijing, FC 

CHN 

09/21/13- 

09/30/13 

$6,430.68 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel for the return trip 
from Beijing, CHN: Mission 

Critical Travel 

Beijing, FC 

CHN 

10/01/13- 

10/01/13 

$82.18 

B. Hale 

Annual International Association 
Conference for Police. 

Philadelphia, PA 

10/20/13 - 
10/21/13 

$623.08 

J. Sandweg 

Annual International Association 
Conference for Police: Guest 
Speaker; SAC Philadelphia Office 
Visit 

Philadelphia, PA 

10/19/13 - 
10/22/13 

$731.93 

P. Rosen 

Attend and Participate in Annua! 
Meeting of International 

Association of Chiefs of Police 
Conference to meet with Chiefs 
from around the country and also 
with ICE SACs and Philadelphia 

ICE employees 

Philadelpltia, PA 

10/19/13- 

10/22/13 

$731.93 

P, Rosen 

Attend and participate as invited 
guest at Europol meeting and 
provide remarks highlighting ICE’s 
role and effoils in interdicting and 
combating the supply and 
movement of counterfeit auto parts 
and other counterfeit goods into the 
United Slates 

$2,456.40 of the travel costs were 
reimbursed by the host parly: 

Office of Harmonization in the 
Internal Market (OHIM) 

Alicante, FC 

11/02/13- 

n/07/13 

$637.10 

($2,456.40 

reimbursed by OHIM) 

J. Sandweg 

Criminal Enforcement and 
Immigration Operations: Meet w/ 
ICE employees and DOJ Officials; 
Attend Service for TSA Agent 
killed in the Line of Duty 

San Diego, CA 
McAllen, TX 

11/09/13- 
! 1/14/13 

$1,687.42 





433 


Name 

Purpose 

Location 

Duration 

Total Cost 

P. Rosen 

Travel to Southern border in San 
Diego and Southern Texas to view 
criminai enforcement and 
immigration operations, meet with 
local ICE employees, discuss 
investigations, and coordinate and 
meet with DOJ Officials and to 
attend memorial service for the 

TSA agent killed in the line of duty 

San Diego, CA 
McAllen, TX 

11/08/13 - 
11/14/13 

$1,825.11 

J. Sandweg 

Meet w/Boston Bombing Response 
Team 

Boston, MA 

1 1/24/13 - 
11/25/13 

$529.90 

P. Rosen 

Meet with ICE Boston Bombing 
Response Team 

Boston, MA 

1 1/24/13 - 
11/25/13 

$529.90 

P. Rosen 

Travel with DHS OIA Assistant 
Secretary to El Salvador & 
Guatemala to meet with foreign 
government officials regarding 
improving the processes and 
procedures for timely removals and 
foreign country acceptance of ICE 
detainees with a final order of 
removal 

San Salvador, 

FC SLV 

12/02/13 - 
12/04/13 

$2,331.13 

J. Sandweg 

Transaction fees associated with a 
scheduled trip that was cancelled 

San Salvador 

12/02/2013 

12/05/2013 

$46.33 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel: Meeting with 
Salvadorian and Guatemalan 
Governments to improve 
repatriation efforts and 
relationships 

San Salvador, 

FC SLV 
Guatemala City, 
FC GTM 

12/02/13- 

12/05/13 

$1,957.43 

A. Schwartz 

Information Meeting 

New Orleans, 

I.A 

12/16/13- 

12/17/13 

$1,082.80 

P. Rosen 

Staff and support Acting Director at 
Bilateral Executive Steering Group 
Meeting: Enforcement & Border 
Security; Employee Town Halls 

Queretaro, MEX 
Los Angeles, 

CA 

Phoenix, AZ 

12/16/13 - 
12/19/13 

$2,976,46 

J. Sandweg 

Bi-Lateral Etxecutivc Steering 

Group Meeting; Enforcement & 
Border Security; Employee Town 
Halls: LA and Phoenix 

Queretaro, MEX 
Los Angeles, 

CA 

Phoenix, AZ 

12/16/13 - 
01/01/14 

$3,057,55 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel to engage with 

Cuban government officials on law 
enforcement and border 
enforcement issues 

Havana, FC 

CUB 

01/07/14- 

01/10/14 

$1,605.09 

.1. Sandweg 

Press Conference; ICE/HSi 

Criminal Law Enforcement 
Intellectual Property Rights 

Operation 

New York, NY 

1/29/14- 

01/30/14 

$500.79 
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Name 

Purpose 

Location 

Duration 

Total Cost 

P. Rosen 

Press Conference: ICE/HSf 

Criminal Law Enforcement 
Intellectual Property Rights 
Operation 

New York, NY 

01/29/14- 

01/30/14 

$515.79 

K. Mills 

Travel to alternative offsite facility 
for continuity of operations 
indoctrination 

Warrenton, VA 

01/30/14- 

01/30/14 

$159.61 

K. Mills 

Congressional trip with Chairman 
Tom Carper and staff to Guatemala 
and El Salvador 

San Salvador, 
FCSLV 

02/20/14 - 
02/23/14 

$2,124.96 

P. Rosen 

Meetings in and around Seattle, 

WA including Northwest Detention 
Center 

Seattle WA 

03/13/14- 

03/15/14 

$1,361.21 

P. Vincent 

Foreign Travel: Meetings with 
Vietnamese Government to 
improve repatriation efforts and 
relationships and Joint Commission 
on Repatriation with Government 
of Cambodia 

Hanoi, Vietnam 
and Phnom 

Penh, Cambodia 
FC 

03/16/14- 

03/23/14 

$7,078.55 

P. Rosen 

Meet with ERO, HSl, OPLA and 
M&A Leadership to conduct town 
halls with employees and also 
conduct a site visit of the ICE 
Academy 

Dallas, TX 

03/25/14 - 
03/26/14 

$1,012.79 


Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the FY 201 5 budget for bonuses for ICE 
political employees, SES employees, and non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: 

ITiere is no specific request for bonuses for SES and non-SES employees in the FY 201 5 budget. Bonuses for 
FY 2015 will depend on ICE’s affordability and will be consistent with Office of Management and Budget 
(0MB) and Office of Personnel Management (0PM) guidance. Political appointees are not eligible to receive 
bonuses. 

Question: Please list all ICE SES bonuses provided in 2013 by position, office and bonus amount, 
ANSWER: 

The following table shows bonus payments for ICE senior executive service employees (actual titles) during 
FY 2013. 


OfTice 

Amount 

Number of 
Employees 

Office of the Director (Total) 

30,480 

3 

Deputy Director 

12,193 

1 

Senior Management Counsel 

9,579 

I 

Senior Policy Administrator 

8,708 

1 

Office of Human Capital (Total) 

8,978 

i 
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Office 

Amount 

Number of 
Employees 

Assistant Director, Human Resource Management 

8,978 

1 

Office of Training and Development (Total) 

8,612 

I 

Assistant Director, Office of Training and Development 

8,612 

1 

Office of Policy (Total) 

7,652 

1 

Assistant Director, Office of Policy 

7,652 

1 

Office of State and Local Tribal Coordination (Total) 

8,985 

1 

Assistant Director, Office of State and Local Tribal Coordination 

8,985 

! 

Office of Diversity and Civil Rights (Total) 

9,345 

1 

Assistant Director, Office of Diversity and Civil Rights 

9,345 

1 

Office of the Principal Legal Advisor (Total) 

23,601 

2 

Deputy Principal Legal Advisor 

12,321 

I 

Deputy Principal Legal Advisor, Field Operations 

11,280 

i 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer (Total) 

32,874 

4 

Chief Financial Officer 

10,651 

1 

Deputy, Chief Financial Officer 

8,892 

1 

Director, Office of Budget and Program Performance 

8,331 

1 

Executive Director, Balanced Workforce Management 

5,000 

1 

Office of the Chief Information Officer (Total) 

7,770 

1 

Deputy, Chief Information Officer 

7,770 

1 

Homeland Security Investigations International Affairs (Total) 

25,189 

2 

Director, Office of International Affairs 

16,975 

1 

Deputy Director, Office of International Affairs 

8.214 

1 

Homeland Security Investigations (Total) 

271,749 

30 

Director, Office of Investigations 

12,120 

1 

Assistant Director, Office of Investigations 

31,467 

3 

Depuly Assistant Director, Investigations 

17,472 

2 

Deputy Assistant Director, Mission Support 

10,664 

1 

Deputy Director, Investigations 

11,500 

i 

Director, Federal Export Enforcement & Coordination 

8,214 

1 

Executive Director, LEIS 

8.321 

1 

Special Agent in Charge 

171,991 

20 

intelligence (Total) 

12,220 

1 

Director, Intelligence 

12,220 

! 

Enforcement and Removal Operations (Total) 

104,306 

12 

Director, Enforcement and Removal Operations 

25,159 

2 

Assistant Director, Enforcement and Removal 

13,336 

2 

Assistant Director, ICE Services Health Corps 

8,985 

1 

Assistant Director, Secure Communities 

5,000 

1 

Deputy Director, Enforcement and Removal Operations 

8,369 

1 

Supervisory Detention and Deportation Officer 

43,457 

5 

Office of Acquisitions (Total) 

9,623 

1 

Assistant Director, Office of Procurement 

9,623 

1 

Office of Professional Responsibility (Total) 

35,939 

4 

Director, Office of Professional Responsibility 

8,401 

1 

Assistant Director, Inspection and Detention Oversight 

10,372 




436 


Office 

Amount 

Number of 
Employees 

Deputy Director, Office of Professional Responsibility 

9,035 

1 

Deputy Assistant Director, Office of Professional Responsibility 

8,131 

1 

Grand Total 

597 J23 

65 
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Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received a bonus or 
quality step increase (QSi) in FY 2012, the total bonus/QSI expenditures for the particular office and pay grade, 
and the tola! number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

ANSWER: 

ICFfs data on non-senior executive service employees who received a bonus or quality step increase (QSf) are 
included in the table below. Data were obtained from the ICE Table of Organization Position System and the 
ICE Federal Financial Management System. 

In accordance with 0MB and 0PM guidance, federal agencies were granted authority to award performance 
bonuses for FY 2013 totaling 1 percent of the agencies payroll level. ICE allocated awards in compliance with 
this guidance by allocating .75 percent of the total payroll budget for monetary awards and .25 percent of the 
total payroll budget for equivalent time-off awards. 
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442 

257 

3 

280,419 

1,376 

3 

4 

3,500 
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Office of Chief Financial Officer 

Office of Acquisition Management 

Office of the Director 


#FTE 



Amount 

#FTE 



Amount 

#FTE 



Amount 


by 

ft 


of 

by 

ft 


of 

by 

ft 


of 
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Grade 

Bonuses 

#QSl 

Bonuses 
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Bonuses 

#QSi 

Bonuses 

Grade 

Bonuses 

#QSi 

Bonuses 

0 
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3 
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4 

4 
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13 




5 

16 

4 


1,600 

2 




19 

3 


1,500 

6 

11 

2 


1,250 





14 

6 


2,700 

7 

75 

26 

1 

17,525 

3 




45 

15 


7,450 

8 

25 

11 


9,100 





21 

10 


6,900 

9 

22 

3 


1,700 

6 

1 


501 

22 

7 


4,520 

10 













11 

46 

16 


15,050 

9 

5 


3,147 

30 

8 


5,798 

12 

56 

32 


32,600 

31 

10 


7,887 

98 

37 


28,000 

13 

78 

48 


57,775 

69 

44 


49,399 

131 

49 


48,800 

14 

48 

31 

1 

55,800 

49 

36 


56,972 

94 

30 

1 

39,349 

15 

31 

28 

2 

58,950 

29 

26 


58,471 

50 

9 


15,900 

Total 

414 

201 

4 

251,350 

202 

122 

0 

176,377 

542 

174 

1 

160,917 


Enforcement and Removal Operations | Homeland Security Investigations 


Homeland Security Investigations - 
Intelligence 


um 

Amount of by 


Amount # FTE 
of by 


Grade Grade Bonuses QSlI Bonuses | Grade | Bonuses | QSI | Bonuses j Grade j Bonuses | Q51 j Bonuses 
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Homeiand Security investigations - 
International 

Student and Exchan 

?e Visitor Program 

Grand Total 

3 









44 

3 

0 

1,500 

4 









109 

6 

0 

2,350 

5 









253 

24 
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15,459 

6 
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22 
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13,250 
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68,480 
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221,307 
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3,213 

1,181 

0 

946,215 

10 
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15 

0 

11,192 

11 

10 




11 




1,691 

369 

1 

379,991 

12 

6 




11 




2,917 

989 

0 

990,928 

13 

118 




14 




6,064 

628 

0 

805,803 

14 

146 

2 


4,685 

13 




3,157 

480 

4 

837,981 

15 

46 




9 




1,008 

201 

9 

546,066 

Total 

333 

2 

0 

4,685 

70 

0 

0 

0 

20,311 

4,327 

15 

4,840,902 


Question: Please list ICE expenditures for reception and representation purposes in FY 2013, FY 2014 to date; 
planned for the remainder of FY 2014; and the total level of expenses anticipated in FY 2015. 

ANSWER: 

TTie following charts outline the details of the expenditures related to Official Reception and Representation 
(ORR) for FY 2013 and FY 2014 Y'fD. Tlie FY 2014 budget allots $11, 475 for ORR which will be expended 
to extend official courtesies to guests of the United States and ICE, for the purpose of maintaining the standing 
and prestige of the United States and ICE. The courtesies extended include the cost of luncheons, dinners, 
receptions, mementos, and participation expenses at ICE-sponsored events similar to the expenditures made in 
FY 2013. In accordance with the President's budget request, ICE requests $1 1,475 for ORR expenses in 
FY 2015. 


FY 2013 Official Reception and ReprevSentation Expenditures 


Program 

Description 

Amount 

Office of the 
Director 

Luncheon for 1 2 in support of a visit by a Mexican contingent 
participating in a Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 
working group. 

$ 716.40 

Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Purchase of coffee for the newly appointed Director of Mexican 
Customs and delegation meeting with executive leadership from 

ICE, CBP, and DHS at the Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) 

Center. 

$ 58.59 

Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Three hosted, working lunches and a total of five coffee breaks for 
a conference of Criminal Intelligence Advisory Group members, 
consisting of the heads of intelligence of the eight member 
agencies. 

S 1,354.68 

Office of the 
Director 

Items for the Director’s gift locker. These gifts are presented 
during International Gift Exchanges. 

S 1,903.00 

Office of tlie 
Director 

Gifts presented during planned international visits. 

$ 1,107.76 

Office of the 
Director 

Items needed in support of international visits, i.e., gift bags, 
friendship pins, and bottled water. 

$ 40.69 
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Program 

D^cripUon 

Amount 

Office of the 
Director 

Light refreshments for The ICE Innovation Fonim 

$ 587.85 

Office of the 
Director 

Purchase of updated “lip in pages” for 29 coffee table books. 

These books are used as international gifts. 

$ 240.00 

Office of the 
Director 

Items for International Gift Exchanges. 

$ 1,955.00 

Total 


S 7,963.97 


FY 2014 Official Reception and Repr^entation Expenditures fYTD) 


Program 

Description 

Amount 

Office of the 
Director 

Luncheon for the execution of the Ninth Meeting of the Counter- 
Narcotics Working Group of the LfS-Russia Bilateral Presidential 
Commission 

$ 348.00 

Total 


$ 348.00 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE John Culberson 

Daniel Ragsdale, Deputy Director 
Thomas Homan, Executive Associate Director, Enforcement and 
Removal Operations 

Pete Edge, Deputy Executive Associate Director, Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Immigration and Customs Enforcement Budget Request 
March 13,2014 


The Non-Detention Docket 


Question: I'he non-detained docket of illegal aliens is estimated to be 1 .8 million people, of which 
approximately 25,000 are in ATDs. Without better data about this population, how long they remain on the 
non-detained docket, and whether they comply with the terms of their bonds, it is entirely possible they acquire 
equities after many years, rendering them exempt from removal even if a final order is issued. 

With that in mind, 1 would like to know precisely how many people are on the non-detained docket? On 
average, approximately how long does it take for a person to complete their immigration proceedings before an 
immigration judge on the detained docket? How long does it take for a person to complete their proceedings on 
the non-detained docket? If the length of time is longer for an Illegal alien on the non-detained docket please 
explain why it takes so much longer on the non-detained docket. In FY 201 3 and FY 2014 year-to-date, after 
placing an illegal alien on the non-detained docket how many were subsequently arrested for a crime? For 
FY 2013 and FY 2014 year-to-date, how many illegal aliens of the non-detained docket complied with the terms 
of their bond? There are frequent stories of individuals who are not eligible to attain some legal status at the 
time of arrest that acquire equities — like U.S. citizen children, health care issues, or marital sUitus — after years 
on the non-detained docket thereby rendering them exempt from removal even if a final order is issued. Do you 
believe this to be true? If so, can you estimate the number or percentage of cases where this occurs? 

ANSWER: 

Non-Detained Population 

The non-delaincd population is fluid and changes daily as cases move onto the detained docket or are closed. 
The following table depicts year-end information for FYs 2012 and 2013 and snapshot information as of 
March 29, 2014 of ICE databases. Immigration fugitives are identified in each docket. 
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Fiscal Year 2012-2014 
Snapshots of the Non-Detaincd Population 


Non-Detained Population 
Classification 

Fiscal Year 2012 
Year-end 
Snapshot 


Fiscal Year 2014 as 
of March 29,2014 
Snapshot 

Immigration Fugitives 

469,335 

469,360 

470,898 

Remaining Non-Detained Population 

1,212,527 

1,312,008 

1,370,912 

Total 

1,681,862 

1,781,368 

1,841,810 


FY 2012 and FY 2013 data represent the non-detained population at fiscal year-end, and remain static. 

FY 2014 data are updated through March 29, 2014 (IlDS v.i.l6 run date of March 31, 2014 EID as of 
March 29, 2014). Non-detained population includes individuals for whom removal orders have been issued, but 
ICE has not yet removed. 

Immigration fugitives are defined as aliens with an active case and one of the following case categories, [5B] 
removable — ICE fugitive, [8E] inadmissible — ICE fiigitive, [81] inadmissible — ICE fugitive, expedited 
removal. 

Data about immigration proceedings arc reported by the Department of Justice’s Executive Office for 
Immigration Review; therefore, ICE cannot comment about how long it takes to complete immigration 
proceedings before an immigration judge on the detained or non-detained docket. Additionally, ICE cannot 
comment about the factors that might lead to the longer duration of removal proceedings on one docket or the 
other and respectfully defers to the Department of Justice. 

Bonds 

In FY 2013, 44,957 immigration bonds were posted. 

• As of April 30, 2014 

> 39,702 (88 percent) of those bonds remain open in compliance with bond terms and conditions. 

> 5,255 (12 percent) of those bonds have been closed. 

> Of the 44,957 bonds posted 

> 3,766 (8 percent) of those have been cancelled — substantially complied with the terms 
and conditions of the bond. 

> 1,489 (4 percent) have been breached — failed to substantially comply with the terms and 
conditions of the bond. 

In FY 2014, 30,954 immigration bonds have been posted. 

• As of April 30, 2014: 

> 30,393 (98 percent) of those bonds remain open in compliance with bond terms and conditions. 

> 561 (2 percent) of those bonds have been closed. 

> Of the total bonds posted (30,954) 

> 453 (1.5 percent) of those have been cancelled — substantially complied with the terms 
and conditions of the bond. 

> 1 08 (0.5 percent) of those have been breached — failed to substantially comply with the 
terms and conditions. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Tom Latham 

Daniel Ragsdale, Deputy Director 
Thomas Homan, Executive Associate Director, Enforcement and 
Removal Operations 

Pete Edge, Deputy Executive Associate Director, Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Immigration and Customs Enforcement Budget Request 
March 13,2014 


287(el 

Question: In the past, your website has called the 287(g) program one of your “top pai'tnership” programs. 
Additionally, you have referenced the program as a force multiplier, and implied that it helps add to limited ICE 
resources. Moreover, Secretary Napolitano has said, in the past, that the 287(g) program should focus on the 
removal of criminal aliens, and recent border entrants who game the system. If ICE resources are tight, and one 
of your main missions is to track criminal aliens, as we are told, why would we want to dump a program that is 
a force multiplier for helping ICE track criminal aliens? 

ANSWER: 

The 287(g) program remains a robust program. ICE currently has 37 active Jail Enforcement Model 
Memoranda of Agreements (MOAs) with partnered law enforcement agencies in 1 8 states. These MOAs 
expand ICE’s presence to initiate immigration enforcement actions against criminal aliens and others who fall 
within ICE’s civil immigration enforcement priorities. In FY 20)3, ICE removed 1 1,767 individuals that were 
identified through the 287(g) program, of which 1 0,424 (89 percent) were aliens convicted of a criminal 
ofi’ense. 

Question: Before you tell me that the 287(g) program is redundant to the Secure Communities program — I 
don’t accept that. Secure Communities is an infomiation-sharing program as you well know. Comparing 
287(g) to Secure Communities is an apples-to-oranges comparison. ICB personnel and others have said that 
Secure Communities has gaps in its immigration data, and is often confusing as to how it is supposed to work. 

We both know that Secure Communities is not a substitute for the 287(g) program - though 1 understand why 
you might be reluctant to acknowledge that. And 1 understand that the proposal to reduce the funds is 
something that is done above your pay grade for other Uian practical reasons. How many 287(g) applications 
did you deny in calendar year 2013? 

ANSWER: 

In calendar year 2013, two applications were denied: (1) Horry County Sheriffs Office, Horry County, South 
Carolina, and (2) Knox County Sheriffs Office, Knox County, Tennessee. 
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Question: Because your superiors want to do away with the 287(g) program, would it help you if we just 
zeroed the program in the FY 2015 bill — and if not, why not? 

ANSWER: 

ICF/s 287(g) program acts as a force-multiplier by expanding ICE’s presence to initiate immigration 
enforcement actions against criminal aliens and othere who fall within ICE’s civil immigration enforcement 
priorities. The 287(g) program, which uses the Jail Enforcement Model to accomplish its mission, authorizes 
participating LEA personnel to identify and process, under ICE supervision, criminal and other priority aliens 
arrested and booked into the participating LEA ’s jail facilities. 

These LEAs, working through the Jail Enforcement Model, have repeatedly proven to be effective in enforcing 
immigration laws consistent with ICE’s priorities. In FY 2013, 287(g) Designated Immigration Officers (DIOs) 
recorded 37,228 encounters, and ICE removed 1 1,767 individuals that were identified through the 287(g) 
program, of which 1 0,424 (89 percent) were aliens convicted of a criminal offense. Without these partnerships, 
ICE would be forced to use its existing field office Criminal Alien Program (CAP) officers to cover the duties 
performed by these DIOs. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE JACK KINGSTON 

Daniel Ragsdale, Deputy Director 
Thomas Homan, Executive Associate Director, Enforcement and 
Removal Operations 

Pete Edge, Deputy Executive Associate Director, Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Immigration and Customs Enforcement Budget Request 
March 13, 2014 


Contracted Services for New Detainee Facilities 


Question: According to ICE’s FY 2010 through FY 2014 strategic plan, ICE will “solicit proposals for no less 
than four regional facilities.” I am aware of the Karnes County Civil Detention Center in Texas and the 
Delaney Hall in New Jersey. What contracted services are these facilities receiving and what contractors are 
providing these services? Specifically, is ICE considering any contracts for health care providers? 

How tnany more facilities will be opened and when? What type of services will he contracted? 

Additionally, is there a publicly available ICE strategic plan for FY 201 5 and beyond? 


ANSWER: 

1'he contracts for the Karnes County Civil Detention Center in Texas and Delaney Hall in New Jersey are 
primarily for detention bed space, but include elements of health care and transportation for those detained at 
the facility. Services at the Karnes County Civil Detention Center are provided by GEO Group and GEO 
CARE for medical services. Services at Delaney Hall are provided by Community Education Centers and their 
associated medical providers. ICE typically does not procure for health care services but rather contracts for 
end-to-end detention bed space support. In many circumstances this support includes on site medical care for 
the facility. 

ICE continues to look for ways to provide efficient and eflective detention capabilities, which may include 
adding new facilities and discontinuing or modifying the utilization of current facilities. Tliere is currently no 
formal and final publicly available ICE strategic plan for 2015 and beyond. 


Detention Beds 


Question: The budget proposes to reduce the number of average, sustained detention beds from 34,000 to 
30,539, a total reduction of 3,461 beds. Is this the 3,461 beds an arbitrary number or is it based on historical 
numbers? Can you provide a detailed cost breakdown of the savings this could achieve? 
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ANSWER: 


The President’s Fiscal Year 2015 budget request proposes resources sufficient to ftind 30,539 immigration 
detention beds. This bed level is consistent with ICE’s stated enforcement priorities and recent policy guidance 
and will allow ICE to continue to detain those aliens that fell into ICE’s civil enforcement priorities or are 
subject to mandatory detention by statute, while shifting lower-risk aliens into ATD programs. Without a 
mandated minimum number of detention beds required by past appropriations, ICE is able to avoid 
inefficieneies and budget resources based on need. The requested bed level of 30,539 accommodates the 
current FY 2014 mandatory detained population (22,417 YTD average as of March 31, 2014) and provides a 
sufficient number of beds dedicated to the accommodation of higher-risk, non-mandatory detainees who present 
a risk to public safety, while placing lower risk, non-mandatory individuals in lower cost ATD programs. 
Although they are not detained, ATD participants are subject to monitoring and reporting and ai'e placed in 
proceedings with the Executive Office of Immigration Review’s immigration courts. Moreover, the President’s 
budget calls for an increase in funding for A TD programs in the amount of $2.7 million. 

The reduction in bed levels will avoid $150.33 million in costs. This is calculated as 3,461 beds, $119 per day 
bed rate, multiplied by 365 days. 


Healthcare for Illegal immigrants 

Question: We are all aware that it is illegal for those who are not legally in our country to receive health 
insurance under the Affordable Care Act. However, recently this Administration has made it very clear that any 
information obtained for health insurance signups will not be shared with ICE and should not be a deterrent to 
sign up for health insurance. 

1 am concerned that this is just a way to get more people to sign up for the healthcare exchanges since 
enrollment is almost 2 million below CBO’s projections of 6 million. 

Was your department part of this decision to prevent ICE from receiving information about illegal aliens from 
health care sign up information? Do you believe this will help your mission if the information was reported to 
you? 

Is ICE involved in any way in insuring illegal immigrants do not have access to health insurance under the 
Affordable Care Act? 

ANSWER: 

DHS is committed to the protection of personal privacy and has strong safeguards in place to protect the privacy 
of all individuals, including where legally required to do so. The Affordable Care Act (ACA) specifically limits 
the use of infonnation provided by applicants for purposes other than ensuring the eflicienl operation of the 
health care program, including verifying the eligibility of an individual to enroll in the health care plan. ICE is 
not involved in the admini.stration of the ACA. Because Congress restricted the use of such information for 
other purposes (which would include immigration enforcement activities), ICE believes its role has been 
appropriately limited. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Congressman Henry Cuellar 

Daniel Ragsdale, Deputy Director 
Thomas Homan, Executive Associate Director, Enforcement and 
Removal Operations 

Pete Edge, Deputy Executive Associate Director, Homeland Security 
Investigations 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2015 Immigration and Customs Enforcement Budget Request 
March 13,2014 


Unaccompanied Alien Children 

Question: ICE has a number of priorities: detaining unprecedented numbers of illegal entrants claiming 
credible fear, transporting UACs throughout the country, enhancing public safety through the effective use of 
immigration laws and meeting the detention mandate of 34,000 detainees. 1 notice that you have had a 4% 
reduction in staffing. Can you continue to attrite personnel while still meeting your important border security 
and public safety missions? If not, what is your plan to protect the homeland? 

ANSWER: 

The Pre.sident’s FY 2015 budget for ICE requests a total of $5,359 billion, and supports current staffing levels 
to continue our critical mission priorities, including detaining illegal entrants claiming credible fear, 
transporting UACs throughout the country and enhancing public safety througli the effective use of immigration 
laws. 
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